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HIS ARTICLE evaluates Charles Curran’s proposal that
there is an unjustifiable methodological split between recent
official Catholic social and sexual teaching.® Specifically,

this study will argue that the dichotomy between recent Catholic
social and sexual teaching is not so sharp as Curran and others
suppose, and that the real differences which do exist between
these two strands are neither arbitrary nor unjustifiable in light
of a Thomistic view of the human good. This study will proceed
by first providing an overview of Curran’s thesis concerning the
divergent methodologies employed in Catholic social and sexual
teaching as he and other moral theologians have presented it. It

1 We know of no writing that explicitly challenges this thesis. When this
idea is mentioned it is only supported. Among the studies which mention or
develop this idea see: Kenneth R. Overberg, An Inconsistent Ethic? Teachings
of the American Catholic Bishops (Lanham: University Press of America,
1980) ; Richard Gula, What Are They Saying about Moral Norms? (New
York: Paulist, 1982), pp. 34-48; Reason Informed by Faith (New York:
Paulist, 1989), pp. 34-35 and chap. 16; Christopher Mooney, Public Virtue
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1986), pp. 146-50; Richard
McCormick, “ The Consistent Life Ethic; Is There An Historical Soft Under-
belly ?”, delivered for the Symposium “ A Consistent Ethic of Life” at Loyola
University of Chicago, November 7, 1987, pp. 10-13; and idem, “Human
Sexuality: Toward a Consistent Ethical Method,” in One Hundred Years of
Catholic Social Teachings, ed. John A. Coleman, S.J. (Maryknoll: Orbis
Books, 1991), pp. 189-97; Russell B. Connors, “ Justice and Sex: Differing
Ethical Methodologies,” Chicago Studies 27 (1988): 181-190; Thomas F.
Schindler, Ethics: The Social Dimension (Wilmington: Michael Glazier,
1989), pp. 70-75; Patrick T. McCormick, C. M., “ Abortion: Retooling for a
New Frontier,” New Theology Review 5 (1992) : 48-61.
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will then offer a critique of this position by considering the un-
justifiable dichotomies it creates between reason and nature, the
physical and the personal, and historical consciousness and classi-
cism. We conclude that while tensions exist between these two
kinds of teaching, the social and sexual teachings of the church
are held together organically rather than juxtaposed incon-
sistently.

I. CURRAN’S POSITION ON THE CHURCH’S
MORAL METHODOLOGY

Two Interpretations of Natural Low

Throughout much of his work, Curran calls attention to two
divergent understandings of natural law articulated in the history
of Western thought and adopted by the Church.? Similar obser-
vations have been made by other moral theologians.® According
to this view, Cicero (43 B.C.) exemplifies one strand of the
natural law tradition when he speaks of “ true law which is right
reason in accord with nature.” * The focus of this “ order of rea-
son ”’ approach to natural law is on the rationality and prudential
judgment of the agent in his or her own concrete situation.’®
Ulpian (228 A.D.), who describes natural law as “‘ that which

2 See, for example, Charles Curran, “ Absolute Norms in Moral Theology,”
in A New Look at Christian Morality (Notre Dame: Fides, 1968), pp. 74-89;
“Dialogue with Social Ethics: Roman Catholic Social Ethics—-Past, Present,
and Future,” in Catholic Moral Theology in Dialogue (Notre Dame: Fides,
1972), pp. 116-35; “ Natural Law,” in Directions i Fundamental Moral The-
ology (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame, 1985), pp. 119-72; * The
Changing Anthropological Bases of Catholic Social Ethics,” in Moral The-
ology: A Continuing Journey (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame, 1982),
pp. 173-208.

3 See, for example, Timothy O’Connell, Principles for o Catholic Morality,
2nd edition (San Francisco: Harper, 1990), pp. 149-60; John Mahoney, The
Making of Moral Theology (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987), p. 110; Gula,
What Arve They Saying, pp. 34-35 and Reason Informed, pp. 222-223.

¢ De Republica, 1ib. iii, ¢. xxii: “ Est quidem wvera lex recta ratio, naturae
congruens.” The citation is from M. Tullii, ed. (Rome, 1852), pp. 405-406.

5 See T. O’Connell, Principles, pp. 150-51, and Gula, What Are They Saying,
p. 35.
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nature has taught all animals,” exemplifies a very different ap-
proach.® This strand of natural law, the *“ order of nature’ ap-
proach, inclines toward physicalism because of its emphasis on
conformity to biological properties or finalities and because it
focuses on the commonality between humans and animals.”

For Curran and other moral theologians these differing strands
of natural law have led, especially in recent thought, to markedly
different worldviews, anthropologies, and moral methodologies.
The focus on the “ order of reason” has proved to be more in
harmony with modern understandings of the world, with their
awareness of growth, process, and historical consciousness.® It
likewise has proven receptive to an inductive and experiential
approach to moral reasoning, and thereby emphasizes the par-
ticular and contextual character of moral choice over deductively
derived absolute norms.® The result is a greater emphasis
on the open-ended character of the moral enterprise. As one’s
apprehension of reality changes, so should one’s understanding
of moral norms and reasoning. Echoing Curran in this regard,
Gula points out that “insofar as reason’s grasp of reality is al-
ways partial and limited, moral norms are necessarily tenta-
tive.” ™ These developments also encourage a greater focus on
the person as moral agent. According to Curran, this type of
“ personalism ” is characterized by a relationality-responsibility

8 Imperatoris Tustiniant Institutionum, 1ib. 1, 1. 2. pr: “ Ius naturale est, quod
natura omnia ammilia docuit.” The citation is from the edition by J. B. Moule
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1923), p. 100. Ulpian makes this remark with reference
to human procreation, but goes on to add that human beings obey this law
through the use of reason and out of a sense of duty.

7 Curran, “Natural Law,” pp. 127-32, and Gula, What Are They Saying,
p. 35. For background, see Michael Crowe, “ St. Thomas and Ulpian’s Natural
Law,” in St. Thomas Aquinas 1274-1974: Commemorative Studies, vol. 1, ed.
Armand A. Maurer (Toronto: Pontificial Institute of Mediaeval Studies,
1974), pp. 261-82.

8 Curran, “Natural Law,” pp. 137-40; Gula, What Ave They Saying, pp.
18-22, and Reason Informed, pp. 30-36.

9 Curran, “ Natural Law,” pp. 140-41; Gula, What Are They Saying, pp.
22-25.

10 Gula, What Are They Saying, p. 42.
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model that understands “‘ the human person in terms of one’s
multiple relationships with God, neighbor, world, and self and the
call to live responsibly in the midst of these relationships.” **

In contrast, the ““ order of nature” strand of natural law sees
reality as composed of static and immutable essences, from which
one can deduce absolute moral norms. Insofar as it sees the
physical qualities of actions or the natural finalities of biological
processes as morally determinative, this strand is characterized by
a kind of “ physicalism.” ** Physicalism, as opposed to ‘ per-
sonalism,” refers to the tendency in moral discourse to focus on
the biological dimensions of the person or of human action in the
process of moral judgment.

Application to Church Teaching

Curran and other moral theologians maintain that elements of
both the “order of reason’ and the “order of nature” ap-
proaches can be found in the thought of Aquinas which has
proved influential in the formulation of magisterial moral teach-
ing."® The “ order of nature” with its inherently physicalist pre-

11 Curran, “ Official Social and Sexual Teaching,” in Tensions in Moral
Theology (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), p. 96. See
also his “ Methodological Overview of Fundamental Moral Theology,” in Di-
rections, pp. 3-27. According to Gula, this brand of “ personalism” is “ char-
acterized by placing emphasis on dimensions of the human person and human
actions which extend beyond the physical and biological to include the social,
spiritual, and psychological dimensions as well.”” See Gula, What Are They
Saying, p. 35. For a more extended consideration of this personalism, see Louis
Janssens, “ Personalism in Moral Theology,” in Moral Theology: Challenges
for the Future, ed. Charles Curran (New York: Paulist Press, 1990), pp. 94-
107.

12 Curran, “Natural Law,” p. 127. Cf. Gula, What Are They Saying,
pp. 35-36. For a brief historical survey of this emphasis on the physical nature
of acts in moral theology, see B. V. Johnstone, “ From Physicalism to Person-
alism,” Studia Moralia 30 (1992) : 76-78.

13 See Curran, “ Absolute Norms,” pp. 77-84; “ Natural Law,” pp. 127-31;
Gula, pp. 35-37; Timothy O’Connell, pp. 153-55. Lisa Sowle Cahill also de-
scribes Aquinas’s understanding of natural law as having physicalist tendencies
without citing the influence of Ulpian; see her Between the Sexes: Founda-
tions for a Christian Ethics of Sexuality (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), pp.
108-9.
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occupation with biological finality continues to inform the
Church’s prohibitions in the matters of sexual ethics, particular-
ly in the encyclicals Casts Connubii (1930) and Humanae Vitae
(1968).** This understanding of the “ order of nature ” with its
ahistorical and deductive orientation has also informed social
encyclicals such as Rerum Novarum (1891), Quadragesimo
Anno (1931), and to a lesser extent Laborem Exercens
(1981).** The church’s social teaching after 1960, however,
demonstrates an increasing dependence upon the “ order of rea-
son’ approach to natural law.® The decisive moment of this
process is said to have been reached in Vatican II’s Pastoral Con-
stitution on the Church Goudium et Spes which repudiated the
classicist world view in favor of experience, personalism, induc-

14 Cf. Gula, What Are They Saying, pp. 36-9. For a more extended critique
of the teaching of Humanae Vitae, see Curran “ Natural Law,” pp. 119-72.
For a similar critique of the more recent document of the Sacred Congrega-
tion for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaratio de quibusdam questionibus ad
sexualem ethicam spectantibus (1976), see Curran, “ Sexual Ethics: A Criti-
que,” in Issues in Sexual and Medical Ethics (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1978), pp. 30-52.

15 For Curran’s critique of pre-conciliar Catholic social thought as well as
his critique of the teaching of Pope John Paul II, see “ Changing Anthropo-
logical Bases” and “ Dialogue with Social Ethics,” in Contemporary Moral
Theology in Dialogue (Notre Dame: Fides Publishers, 1972), pp. 132ff. See
also Peter J. Henriot, et al, Catholic Social Teaching (New York: Orbis
Books, 1988), pp. 18-19; J. W. O’Malley, “ Reform, Historical Consciousness,
Aggiornamento,” Theological Studies 32 (1971) : 573-601; Susan L. Secker,
“ Human Experience and Women’s Experience,” The Annual of the Society
of Christian Ethics (1991), p. 135; Leslie Griffin, “ The Integration of Spiri-
tual and Temporal: Contemporary Roman Catholic Church-State Theory,”
Theological Studies 48 (1987) : 250ff.; and eadem, “ Moral Criticism as Moral
Teaching: Pope John Paul II's Sollicitudo Rei Socialis,” delivered at the
Symposium on Recent Catholic Social Teachings at Notre Dame University,
April 24-26, 1989.

16 Curran is dependent here on M. D. Chenu, “ The Church’s Social Doc-
trine,” Concilium 140 (1980) : 71-75. Curran himself is somewhat more criti-
cal of the earlier social tradition and the discontinuity between it and more
recent developments. See Curran, “ Changing Anthropological Bases,” pp. 173-
208; “Official Catholic Social and Sexwal Teachings,” pp. 88-100. In this
latter work Curran describes the recent social teaching as not only more per-
sonalist and historically conscious, but also as adopting a “ relational respon-
sibility ” approach to ethics. See also Gula, What Are They Saving, pp. 42-45.
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tion, process, and historical consciousness—a shift evidenced in
its appeals to read the “signs of the times.” ** This new ap-
proach has been carried forward in most subsequent social teach-
ing. However, this shift in the social teachings from the “ order
of nature” to the “ order of reason” has not been paralleled in
the church’s teaching in sexual matters.

Curran recognizes some development in recent official church
teaching on sexuality. He points to the replacement of the lan-
guage about the procreative end of intercourse as primary and the
unitive end as secondary by an affirmation of their equal impor-
tance in Goudiwm et Spes.'® Even though Humance Vitae re-
affirmed this position, Curran and many moral theologians uni-
formly reject its teaching that spouses must preserve the insepar-
able unity of these ends in each conjugal act.*® In its continued
focus on particular acts, and in its understanding that the con-
jugal act has a natural finality toward procreation, the encyclical
reflects the physicalism of the older “ order of nature” strand of
natural law.*® Curran and others argue that the logic of personal-
ism would allow the subordination of the physical end of procrea-
tion to the more personal demands of love and relationship.®
The procreative dimension of a couple’s sexual relationship need
not be realized in particular acts, but can be spread over the dura-
tion of their lives together.”” Sexuality, and particularly fertility,

17 See Curran, “ Natural Law,” pp. 141-43; “ Dialogue with Social Ethics,”
pp. 125-30; and “ Changing Anthropological Bases,” pp. 183-6.

18 Gaudium et Spes, no. 50. Cf. Curran, “ Natural Law,” pp. 131-32.

18 Paul VI, Humanae Vitae, nos. 11-12. Cf. Curran, “ Sexuality and Sin: A
Current Appraisal ” in Contemporary Problems in Moval Theology (Notre
Dame: Fides, 1970), p. 174.

20 Cf, Curran, “ Natural Law,” pp. 156-57; Gula, What Are They Saving,
pp. 38-9; and Richard McCormick S.J., Notes on Moral Theology 1965-1980
(Lanham : University Press of America, 1981), pp. 218-21.

21 Cf, Curran, ““ Sexuality and Sin,” pp. 173-74. This is also a repeated
theme in a recent study by Lisa Sowle Cahill, “ Catholic Sexual Ethics and
the Dignity of the Person: A Double Message,” Theological Studies 50
(1989) : 120-50.

22 See Curran, “ Sexuality and Sin,” p. 174; “ The Development of Sexual
Ethics in Contemporary Roman Catholicism,” in Tensions in Moral Theology,
p. 76; and McCormick, Notes 1965-1980, pp. 218-21.
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while important, are neither exhaustive nor determinative of the
person.”® As a result these realities can be subordinated to other
goods at stake in relationships.®* While commending the use of
personalist language in recent church teaching, most notably in
the thought of Pope John Paul II, some accuse the present pope
of inconsistencies in his utilization of personalist ideas. In this
view John Paul’s advocacy of marital experience and personalism
is at odds with a continued focus on particular acts, and hence his
emphasis on the “ dignity of the person ” is in conflict with other
aspects of his teaching.?

Unlike the sexual teachings, Curran maintains that the church’s
social teaching has gone through a significant development from
the order of nature (1891-1958) to the order of reason (1961-
present) with John Paul IT vacillating between the two orders.?

28 McCormick, Notes 1965-1980, pp. 219-20; Cahill, “ Catholic Sexual Ethics,”
pp. 139-43.

24 Thus Curran, contrasting his own view with the older and more physicalist
approach which saw an inherent teleology in the sexual faculty, states: “A
more relational approach sees the sexual faculty related to the human person,
and the human person related to others, especially to the marriage partner.
For the good of the marriage relationship contraception or sterilization can be
justified.” See “ A Methodological Overview,” p. 14.

25 Cahill in particular objects to John Paul's affirmations of the importance
of the vocation of motherhood as a form of gender role stereotyping which
results in women bearing the brunt of the procreative end of marital sexuality
and also what she sees as the romanticization of sexual commitment in his
descriptions of love as a form of self-giving. See “ Catholic Sexual Ethics,”
pp. 145-6. Similar criticisms are made even more sharply by Christine Gudort,
“ Encountering the Other: the Modern Papacy on Women,” Social Compass
36 (1989) : 208-302. Yet other theologians question whether John Paul II's
emphasis on the “ dignity of the person” is at all relevant to determining the
morality of concrete actions. See Bruno Schiiller, “Die Personwiirde des
Menschen als Beweisgrund in der normativen Ethik” Theologie und Glaube
53 (1978) : 538-55 and Richard McCormick, Notes 1965-1980, pp. 801-7.

26 For Curran, John Paul’s social teaching is tainted by a return to aspects
of a classicist worldview. See “Official Catholic Social and Sexual Teachings,”
pp. 92-3. For support of Curran’s view, see Joseph A. Selling, “The Theo-
logical Presuppositions of Centesimus Annus,” Louvain Studies 17 (1992) : 35-
47, and James O’Connell, “TIs There a Catholic Social Doctrine? The Prob-
lem of Content and the Ambivalence of History, Analysis and Authority,”
Heythrop Journal 32 (1991) : 511-538,
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For Curran, this development can be seen by contrasting Pius
XTs Quadragesimo Anno (1931) and Paul VI's apostolic letter
Octogesima Adveniens (1971). Pius’s plan for social reconstruc-
tion was a particular plan proposed for all peoples and all times.
Curran sees such a plan as flawed from the start since it was
Euro-centric and failed to consider its own historical situation.
In essence, according to Curran, Pius’s corporatist plan was de-
ductive and classicist. This approach, according to Curran, began
to be abandoned in Catholic social thought with John XXIII. It
was completely dismissed with Paul VI who demonstrated a his-
torically conscious and inductive approach in his social teach-
ings.*
Thus in Octogesima Adveniens, he writes :

In the face of such widely varying situations, it is difficult for us to
utter a unified message and to put forward a solution which has
universal validity. Such is not our ambition nor is it our mission. It
is up to the Christian cominunities to analyze with objectivity the
situation which is proper to their own country, to shed on it the light
of the gospel’s unalterable word, and to draw principles of reflection,
norms of judgment, and directives from the social teaching of the
church.?®

Curran goes on to explain that John Paul II fails to continue the
sensitivity to the historical particularities of social problems, re-
turning to a more static and classicist approach, by proposing
offiical Catholic social ““ doctrine ”” for the whole church.”

In summary, the thesis advanced by Curran and echoed by
others is that there are basic methodological differences between
Catholic magisterial teaching on sexual and social morality:
“ Whereas the official social teaching has evolved so that it now
employs historical consciousness, personalism, and a relationality-
responsibility ethical model, the sexual teaching still emphasizes
classicism, human nature, and faculties, and a law model of

27 Curran, ““ Official Catholic Social and Sexual Teachings,” p. 92.

28 No. 4, as cited in Curran, “ Official Catholic Social and Sexual Teachings,”
p. 91.

29 Thid. ; see alsoc Charles Curran, “A Century of Catholic Social Teaching,”
Theology Today 48 (1991/92) : 161, 167-169.
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ethics.” ® Additionally, attention is also sometimes drawn to the
apparent inconsistency between the highly specific nature of the
church’s sexual teaching which condemns particular acts and the
more general principles and analysis contained in the social tradi-
tion.**

Are the charges of an unwarranted dichotomy between the
church’s recent social and sexual teachings accurate? While
Curran and others considered thus far are undoubtedly correct in
noting a divergence in tone and method between the two forms
of teaching, it remains to be seen whether this divergence is as
great and as unjustified as they suppose.

II. CRITIQUE OF CURRAN’S ARGUMENT

Our response to Curran is limited to two basic observations:
first, the divergence between the social and sexual teachings of
the church is not as great as Curran might suppose; and second,
Curran overlooks significant differences between sexual and social
issues that account for the differences in method which do exist.
Curran’s position arises from three dichotomies that underlie his
arguments: reason versus nature, the person versus the physical,
and historical consciousness versus classicism. In each, Curran
exaggerates the differences and advocates one over the other.
Considering those three in turn, we propose instead that an or-
ganic unity and interconnectedness exist for each of these pairs,
while at the same time we recognize reasons for their difference
and utilize them accordingly.

Reason/Nature: An Intrinsic Connection

Curran’s separation of human reason from human nature rests
upon a misunderstanding of Thomas Aquinas’s analysis of human

80 Curran, “ Official Catholic Social and Sexual Teachings,” p. 107. Cf. Gula,
What Ave They Saying, pp. 37-45.

81 Cf. Richard McCormick, Notes on Moral Theology 1981 through 1984
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1984), p. 74; and Curran,
“ Official Catholic Social and Sexual Teachings,” p. 106. For an application
of the same objection to the teaching of the American bishops see Overberg,
An Inmconsistent Ethic?
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inclinations within the framework of natural law. Curran at-
tempts to separate “ physical” from “ rational” inclinations in
Aquinas’s analysis, assigning the former to the influence of Ulpian
and the latter to the influence of Cicero.*® Such a separation
overlooks the fundamental unity and integration of these inclina-
tions already worked out by Aquinas. In his discussion of natural
law Aquinas considers how there can be several precepts of
natural law and several kinds of human inclinations all of which
are known and unified through the exercise of reason.®® Human
beings share with all created things an inclination to self-preser-
vation. With the animals, human beings share an inclination to
reproduce and to raise and educate offspring. Finally, insofar as
people are rational, they have a peculiarly human inclination to
live together in society and to know the truth about God. As
expressions of various facets of human nature, these inclinations
are designated by Aquinas as “ good,” and are all unified in the
exercise of human reason.®* As Jean Porter points out, these in-
clinations are an outline of what a “ human life should properly
look like, what goods it will incorporate, and what relation those
goods should have to one another.” * An understanding of this
properly ordered life requires an understanding of the hierarchical

3

32 Curran, “Natural Law,” pp. 127-31. See also Gula’s interpretation of
Aquinas’s theory of inclination in Reason Informed, p. 225. Influenced by Cur-
ran, Gula polarizes Thomas’s understanding of the inclinations by maintaining
that the inclination to procreate and educate offspring stems from Ulpian’s
“order of nature” or physicalist approach, while the inclination to know and
do the good derives from Cicero’s “ order of reason” or personalist approach.
See also O’Connell, Principles, pp. 154-5, for a similar interpretation, although
his discussion of Richard Westley’s understanding of Aquinas presents an alter-
native and somewhat more unified view of the interaction of body and spirit in
the individual.

33 Cf. Summa Theologiae (ST) 1-11, q. 94, a. 2.

8¢ ST I-11, q. 94. a. 2, ad 2: “ Ad secundum dicendum quod omnes hujusmodi
wnclinationes quarumcumque partium naturae humanae, puta comcupiscibilis et
irascibilis, secundum gquod regulantur ratione, pertinent ad legem noturalem, et
reducuntur ad wnum primum praeceptum, ut dictum est, et secundum hoc sunt
multa praecepta legis naturae in Seipsis, quae tamewn communicant i NG
radice.” The citation is from the Blackfriars edition, vol. 28 (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1966), p. 82.

85 Jean Porter, Recovery of Virtue (Louisville: Westminster, 1990), p. 90.
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order of the inclinations. Porter points out that this hierarchy
works in both an ascending order of excellence and a descending
order of fundamentality. In the order of excellence, the inclina-
tions are purstted in a way in which the lower inclinations are
subordinated to the pursuit of the higher inclinations; namely,
the pursuit of self-preservation and procreation is subordinated
to the more excellent pursuit of society and God. But at the same
time there is an order of fundamentality that prevents the lower
inclinations from being destroyed by the higher inclinations, since
it is on the basis of the lower inclinations that the higher inclina-
tions are built. Hence, as the goods involved with the inclinations
move from first to third in an order of increasing excellence, they
also move in the same direction in an order of decreasing funda-
mentality. The lower levels are the necessary preconditions for
the higher levels.®

Thus in Aquinas’s understanding of human nature, various in-
clinations (toward being, reproduction, society, and God) are in-
tegrated rather than opposed. In this light, the attempt to depict
Aquinas as a ““ physicalist ” is based on a fundamental misread-
ing.** Both reason and bodiliness (including sexuality) are in-
tegral components of human nature. Thus the order of nature
and the order of reason are not two conflicting orders as Curran
presents them, but two sides of the same coin. In other words,
Curran only views the hierarchy of inclinations in one way, name-
ly, in the direction of excellence, and fails to consider adequately

36 Thid., pp. 89-90.

37 William E. May has argued that Curran and O’Connell exaggerate the
influence of Ulpian on Aquinas’s discussions of natural law. While it is true
that human beings share certain inclinations with the animals, they are regula-
tive for human beings only as they are grasped as goods in the light of prac-
tical reason. See May, “ The Natural Law and Objective Morality: A Thom-
istic Perspective,” in Principles of Catholic Moral Life (Chicago: Franciscan
Herald Press, 1980), pp. 160-5. Cf. D. O’Donoghue, “ The Thomist Concept
of Natural Law,” Irish Theological Quarterly 22 (1955): 91. For a further
critique of Curran’s claim of physicalism in Aquinas and recent official Catholic
sexual teachings see William E. May, “ The Moral Methodology of Vatican
Council II and the Teaching of Humanae Vitae and Persona Humana,” An-
thropotes 5/1 (1989) : 30-45.
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the direction of fundamentality which reason also recognizes.
This false dichotomy of nature and reason in turn underlies the
dichotomies of personalism/physicalism and historical conscious-
ness/classicism according to which Curran evaluates Catholic so-
cial and sexual teachings. While the reading proposed here does
not preclude a certain fruitful tension between the various in-
clinations, it does reject Curran’s depiction of them as polar op-
posites.

Personalism|Physicalism: Umifying the Physical
and the Relational

In considering whether the official church’s teaching concern-
ing sexuality can rightly be accused of physicalism, a number of
observations are in order. To a degree Curran’s claim is correct,
insofar as the church takes seriously the physical nature of the
human body. Sexuality necessarily involves the human body.
But like Aquinas the church does not base its teachings merely
upon the animal nature of the body. It is noteworthy that the
term which church teaching employs in describing marital inter-
course is “‘ the conjugal act ” or “ marital act ” which means the
marital love that informs sexual intercourse between husband
and wife.®® It is not merely a sex act—that would be physical-
ism. The conjugal act is a human act. Animals cannot engage
in conjugal acts (which carry out reasoned choices).** They are
incapable of human love and reason. But should the love and rea-
son expressed in the conjugal act subvert its procreative dimen-

38 Cf. Goudium et Spes, no, 49; Humanae Vitae, nos, 11-13.

39 “ The sexual characteristics of man and the human faculty of reproduction
wonderfully exceed the dispositions of the lower forms of life. Hence the acts
themselves which are proper to conjugal love and which are exercised in ac-
cord with genuine human dignity must be honored with great reverence”
Gaudium et Spes, no. 51. The citation is from The Documents of Vatican II,
Walter Abbott, ed. (Piscataway, NJ: New Century, 1966), p. 256. Cf. John-
stone, “ From Physicalism to Personalism,” p. 73; see n. 6 on the same page
where Johnstone states that “in official documents, such as Pius XI's Casti
Connubit (1930), that marriage, as a contract by which reason and free will
determine the expression of human sexuality cannot be put on the same level as
the union of animals.”
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sion? Can one view the person as free from the constraints of
human nature, including its embodied (and hence biological)
aspects? Or is not human nature a condition of possibility for all
that wedo?

While Curran accuses official church teachings of physicalism,
his separation of body and spirit forces him to advocate a kind
of spiritualism. Curran tends to an ethic for human sexuality
which does not account for its concrete embodiedness—in short,
its physical character. Can we violate the physical laws of our
bodies and still achieve authentic human development? The
church’s teaching of the inseparability of the unitive and procrea-
tive ends of human sexuality recognizes both the dynamic role of
sexuality in human relationships and the creative and physical
dimension of procreation.

Influenced by modern phenomenology in the 1920s and 30s,
Catholic moral theologians such as Herbert Doms and Dietrich
von Hildebrand began to develop a sexual ethic from the philos-
ophy of personalism.*® They criticized the exclusive treatment of
marriage in terms of ends, specifically the over-emphasis on the
procreative end.** These theologians maintained that an exclusive

40 Good discussions of this development can be found in John C. Ford and
Gerald Kelly, Contemporary Moral Theology, vol. 2: Marriage Questions
(Westminster, MD : Newman, 1964), pp. 18-35; William Shannon, The Lively
Debate: Response to Humanae Vitae (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1970),
pp. 12-23; and Theodore Mackin, What is Marriage? (New York: Paulist,
1982), pp. 225-35.

%1 Here Curran and others are correct in their assertion that the tradition
has had elements of physicalism. See Johnstone, “From Physicalism to Per-
sonalism” on the origins of physicalism. On the legacy of Augustine in the
development of the Church’s view of sexuality, see the generally excellent his-
torical study of John T. Noonan, Contraception: A History of Its Treatment
by Catholic Theologians and Canonists, 2nd edition (Cambridge: Harvard
University, 1986). Even though there was an over-emphasis on the procrea-
tive good, theologians also demonstrated a growing attention to what came to
be designated as the unitive good. Hence Augustine will speak of the rela-
tionship of hushand and wife in terms of friendship (see De Bono Conjugale,
1). Agquinas understands marriage as the greatest form of human friendship
to which sexual intercourse is not unrelated, even while it does not express its
totality (see Summo Conira Gentiles 111, c. 123, 125; cf. ST II-1I, q. 26, a.
11). Bonaventure speaks of intercourse as an expression of the unique love
which exists betwen husband and wife (see In IV Sententiarum, 33, 1).
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focus on the “ends” of marital intercourse failed to do justice
to the profundity of human relationships. They affirmed the cen-
trality of the couple’s love in marriage without denying the in-
tegral value of procreation in conjugal love.** The work of these
theologians prepared for the affirmation of the equal importance
of the unitive and procreative dimensions of intercourse at the
Second Vatican Council.*®

When Curran and some other moralists speak of personalism,
however, they see the “ personal values” of love, freedom, and
reason as central to human life and ““ biological values” such as
procreation as secondary and subordinate. In other words the
logic of personalism, in this perspective, demands not the elimi-
nation of the older language of primary and secondary ends of
conjugal love, but its inversion and a corresponding lessening of
interest in particular acts.

Such a view is problematic on two counts. First, the argu-
ment that personalism necessarily entails a focus on relationships
rather than specific acts neglects the existential or reflexive char-
acter of human acts. That is, in making particular decisions or
choices one shapes one’s own character as a moral agent.** Even
though the person does not summarize or express himself or her-

b4

42 On the precise relationship of this love to the procreative dimension of
marital sexuality, there were important differences between them. While both
defended the church’s prohibition of artificial contraception, for Doms it was
the couple’s shared life of “two-in-oneship ” that gave marriage its primary
meaning. It was this same two-in-oneship that Doms saw as “the one imme-
diate purpose ” of intercourse rather than procreation, although this was not
excluded since a child constituted the “natural fruit” of a couple’s love. See
Herbert Doms, The Meaning of Marriage (New York: Sheed and Ward,
1939}, pp. 77-78, 84-85, 94-95. Hence his ideas provide something of an antici-
pation of the personalism presently advocated by Curran and others,

48 Doms in particular urged the abandonment of the language of “ primary ”
and “secondary ” ends, arguing that “it would be better if we just spoke of
the procreative and personal purposes immanent in marriage and distinguished
them from its meaning ” (ibid., p. 88).

44 Curran is aware of this reflective and self-constituting character of human
acts but draws this puzzling conclusion: “Individual acts are not the most
fundamental ethical category because they are both expressive of the moral
subject and constitutive of the moral being of the subject.” See “ A Method-
ological Overview,” p. 15.
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self completely in particutlar actions, particular acts are nonethe-
less integral in shaping one’s disposition and character. That one
ought not be deeply concerned about whether particular acts ex-
press the procreative dimension of human sexuality but only
whether this value is expressed over the course of a relationship
begs an important question. Does not the failure to respect the
value of procreation in particular acts of contraceptive intercourse
lessen one’s ability to respect this value and live it out in general?
If contraceptive intercourse is a bad act, does it not create a dis-
position toward other bad acts in those who engage in it?*

A second problem with this particular version of personalism
can be found in its presuppositions concerning human sexuality,
nature, and personhood. Central to this account of the person is
an interpretation of ratiomality, freedom, and various relation-
ships that leaves the place of sexuality in this anthropology un-
developed or minimized.*® The implication is therefore that sex-

45 A parallel case might be worth considering. Would Curran and others
agree that the relation of the unitive dimension of human sexuality to specific
sextial acts is equally unimportant? If a particular conjugal act for whatever
reason was devoid of love or other personal values, it would not be a good
act, but rather an act of sexual manipulation, coercion, or violence. Cf. Cahill,
Between the Sexes, p. 149. If this is the case, then why should the procreative
dimension of human sexuality not also be respected in particular acts?

46 Hence, when discussing the person as moral agent, Curran will describe
the importance of certain dispositions or virtues and also one’s fundamental
relationships with God, neighbor, world, and self. Little is said about the place
of sexuality in such an anthropology except to urge that it be subordinated to
the overall context of one’s relationships. See, for example, “ A Methodological
Overview,” pp. 14-18. When discussing sexuality itself, Curran describes it as
a means of personal relationship, but leaves unclear its relation to the person
as embodied—except to reject what he believes to be the physicalist preoccupa-
tion with procreation characteristic of past Catholic theology and teaching. See
“ Sexuality and Sin,” pp. 168-70. Others will affirm the corporeality of the
person as subject, but do not explicitly develop the implications of this with
regard to sexuality. See Louis Janssens, “ Artificial Insemination: Ethical
Considerations,” Lowvain Studies 8 (1980) : 2-29, Still others, such as Cahill,
want to affirm the sexual as an “ important but not all-encompassing ” dimen-
sion of human experience, but do not specify how this ought to be understood
(see “ Catholic Sexual Ethics,” p. 143). On the Church’s view of the difficul-
ties inherent in the opposition of freedom to human nature and embodiment,
see John Paul II, Encyclical Letter, Veritatis Splendor, nos. 46-50.
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uality is to be equated with * the physical” or with “ nature”
and both ought to be viewed as extrinsic to the core of the per-
son. Such an approach is beset by problems. This account of
personalism reintroduces the false opposition between reason
(here equated with the person) and nature (here equated with
the body) criticized above. It also creates a further dichotomy
between human nature and personhood. Such a dichotomy is un-
necesary if nature is understood as a set of organically united
inclinations that are possessed by individual persons as the very
ground of their humanity.** Finally, this account of personalism
restricts sexuality to a physical or biological phenomenon. This
ignores the growing awareness of the interpenetration of soul and
body within the person and the resulting conclusion that sexuality
is not merely a biological reality but also one that affects all areas
of human personality and relationship.*®* Hence the version of
personalism advocated by Curran and others is rooted in an an-
thropology which appears unworkable.

Curran maintains that, whereas the church’s sexual teaching is
plagued with the problem of physicalism, the church’s social teach-
ing is far more personalistic, escaping this problem. While he

47 For a good exposition of the meaning of “ person” and “nature” in both
classical and contemporary thought, see Ambrose McNicholl, “ Person, Sex,
Marriage and Actual Trends of Thought,” in Human Sexuality and Person-
hood, Proceedings of the Workshop for the Hierarchies of the United States
and Canada, February 2-6, 1981 (St. Louis: Pope John XXIII Medical Moral
Center, 1981), pp. 138-65. It should be noted that the attempt to oppose the
categories of person and nature renders unintelligible the Church’s classic
Christological confession of Christ as one Person in two natures as well as
the anthropology of Vatican II with its emphasis on Christ’s assumption and
revelation of human nature. See Gaudinm et Spes, nos. 20, 29; Lumen Gentium,
no. 13.

48 On this point one can find surprising agreement between moralists who
hold otherwise sharply different views. Hence Philip Keane, S.S. states: “the
giflt of sexuality is a gift that touches persons on all levels of their existence

. thus becoming a basic ontological determinant of human existence or
personality.” See Sexual Morality: A Catholic Perspective (New York:
Paulist, 1977), p. 4. Ronald Lawler, O.F.M. Cap., Joseph Boyle, and William
May will assert in a similar vein that “sexuality is a modality which affects
our entire being as persons.” See Catholic Sexual Ethics: A Summary Ezx-
planation and Defense (Huntington, IN: Qur Sunday Visitor, 1985), p. 129.
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argues that this personalism is achieved through an emphasis on
freedom, equality and participation, he does not examine the re-
lationship of the physical nature of the person in the social teach-
ings. This absence points to a failure to understand the import-
ance of the physical in the socio-economic area of morality and
thereby appreciate the organic role of the physical in the moral
teachings of the church.

There is little disagreement that sexuality is necessarily more
physical and bodily than economic concerns. However, economic
concerns cannot be understood outside physical and bodily
boundaries. In the church’s social teachings on wage justice, for
example, the popes have emphasized the ““ necessary ”’ or physical
characteristic of wages. Wages are means to one’s physical sur-
vival, that is, wages have a necessary and physical characteristic.
Because work is necessary for the preservation of one’s life and
the procreation and education of offspring, any wage theory must
envisage a wage commensurate with the necessary or physical
character of human work. The proper object of justice is not the
strict economic exchange of what is ““ due,” but the person. One’s
due in reference to wages must he a living wage. The wage con-
tract is not merely two parties bargaining for the best price, each
attempting to maximize his or her self-interest. The wage con-
tract is a means to further the perfection of the human person,
which Leo XIII always sees in terms of providing the necessities
of human existence to sustain workers and their families in a rela-
tively comfortable life that includes adequate shelter, medical
care, food, pension, etc.

This necessary or physical characteristic of remuneration de-
mands that justice guide the relationship between the worker
and the firm as well as the state.*® Precisely because wages are
necessary, they cannot be calculated by economics alone. Since
people are physical beings, the physical dimensions of all their
activities need to be taken into consideration. All physical or ma-
terial goods have a “ universal destination.” The very ‘ nature
of creation” is directed toward the common use of all people.

3

49 See Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum (1891), no. 62.
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People do not have absolute control over their property, by the
very fact that it is created by God. As John Paul II has pointed
out, property has a ““ social mortgage ™ and people have the duty
of stewardship to see that it is distributed to meet the needs of
all people.”® In other words, wages are an important factor in
fulfilling the inclinations toward self-preservation, procreation,
and education of offspring.

It should be pointed out that, just as Catholic sexual teaching
has undergone development in changing its description of con-
jugal goods from primary and secondary to an affirmation of their
mutual importance, so has Catholic social teaching altered its
emphasis on wages and ownership from emphasizing the neces-
sary, physical, or need aspect to a more personalistic criterion.
This is particularly evident in John Paul’s writings concerning
worker ownership, although it is also found in John XXIII's
Mater et Magistra. While worker ownership serves as a good
means by which to distribute the goods of the earth for the needs
of people, it serves other ends as well. Worker ownership also
has a personal rationale which John Paul II refers to as the “ per-
sonalist argument.” The rule of ownership ought to be at the
service of * personalistic values.” Workers are not only con-
cerned with what they receive from their labor (extrinsic bene-
fits) ; they also want to work for themselves (intrinsic benefits).
For John Paul 11, it is difficult for workers to have a personal
connection to what is not their own. He maintains that worker
ownership contributes to the personal development of the indi-
vidual worker——that is, to the formative dimension of work. An-
other aspect of this personalist component of worker ownership
is that it creates stronger social relationships between employees
and employers.” Worker ownership is advocated by John Paul

50 See John Paul's talk to the Indians at Oaxaca, Mexico entitled “Im-
portance and Dignity of Farm Workers,” The Pope Speaks 24 (Fall 1979) :
207.

51 John Paul II, Laborem Exercens, nos. 14-15. The *personalist argu-
ment” is set in the larger context of private property and more specifically
in the ownership of the means of production, although it is also applied to the
participation of workers in the production process. See Lothar Roos, “On a
Theology and Ethics of Work,” Communio 17 (1984) . 117.
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II not only because it distributes wealth and fulfills human needs,
but because it serves well as a means to personalization by affect-
ing positively the formative dimension of the person and creating
stronger social relationships between worker and employer.®® In
other words, the church has come to a fuller expression of the
meaning of remuneration by stressing both the order of funda-

Thus in developments of both the sexual and social teachings of
the church, the emphasis has been on uniting and integrating the
personal or relational and the physical, not on polarizing them.
In the case of John Paul II, this continuity between his teachings
in the sexual and social spheres is particularly evident since he
employs the language of “the dignity of the person” (drawn
from Goudium et Spes) in each. Both contraception and unfair
remuneration obscure the dignity of the person because both re-
gard the person as a means rather than as an end in himself or
herself. In the case of contraception, the spouses falsify the lan-
guage of total seli-giving which conjugal love is meant to ex-
press by withholding an essential aspect of themselves, namely
their fertility, from one another. Therefore the person is neither
given nor received in the totality which love demands.” In the
case of unfair remuneration, the person created in God’s image

52 Some may want to accuse Leo and Pius of not developing a more per-
sonalistic view of remuneration. One clear reason why Leo XIII did not ex-
plicate this area is that if societies were not meeting their basic physical
needs, it is hardly possible to speak of meeting more personalistic functions.
This reality is similar to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. If a person does not
have nutrition and shelter, it is useless to speak of one’s self-esteem. See also
Porter’s chapter on justice where she briefly discusses the relationship between
the inclinations. She states “ The more basic such an inclination is, the more
stringent the claims that it generates, over against both the community as a
whole and other members of that community, presumably because one who is
frustrated in pursuing onec of the more basic inclinations will have much less,
or no, opportunity to pursue the more distinctively human inclinations” (p.
136).

53 See Karol Wojtyla, Love and Responsibility, trans, H. T. Willets (New
York: Farrar, Strauss, and Giroux, 1981), p. 234. The same understanding is
reflected in John Paul ID’s papal teaching. See his Apostolic Exhortation,
Familiaris Consortio, no. 32, and the partial collection of his general audiences
on his “theology of the body” published in book form as Reflections on
Humanae Vitae (Boston: St. Paul Editions, 1984), pp. 33-34.
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and called to transform the world through work is subordinated
to things or denied basic needs.”*

While Curran does not deny the physical dimensions of moral
teachings outright, his polarization of the physical and the per-
sonal prevents an integration that Aquinas’s theory of inclinations
demands. Curran’s approach stands in marked contrast with the
effort to integrate the physical and the personal evident in both
the sexual and social teachings of the church.

Hustorical Consciousness[Classicism:
Different Structures, Same Person

Although Curran will remark in passing that there are differ-
ences between personal and social ethics, he nonetheless assumes
that sexual and social ethics should use the same methodology.*
The focus of both social and sexual ethics in Catholic teaching
concerns two fundamental elements—the structures and the per-
son. Regarding its sexual teachings, the church’s primary struc-
tural focus is the family with sacramental marriage at its center.
The church has regarded sexual activity as limited to marriage
between a man and a woman through whose union in the con-
jugal act a family begins. The church understands the family as
a foundational unit of society, with the sacrament of marriage
uniting the family as a set institution throughout time.

On the side of Catholic social ethics, the church’s primary
structural focus has been the state, the market, associations,
unions, and productive organizations. Since the Industrial Revo-
lution and Leo XIIT's Rerum Novarum, the church has focused
upon social structures and the effects they have on people. Un-
like the familial structure, the church has never ordained one
particular social structure as the right one for all times, At times
the church has come close to baptizing one economic structure
over another (corporatism over capitalism or free market over

54 See Laborem Exercens, nos. 9 and 12,
55 Curran, ‘“ A Century of Catholic Social Teaching,” Theology Today (July
1991) . 169.
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socialism), but never as the last word on the issue. The emphasis
of the church in the social sphere has been on the principles on
which structures of different ideologies can rest.”®

The structural concerns of Catholic social and sexual ethics
are different in many ways. The familial structure of the church’s
sexual teaching is foundational and consequently unchanging.
Imitating the love of Christ and His church, a man and a woman
unite in the sacrament of God’s love. For this reason the church
contends that the family was “from the beginning ” and is still
today God’s original plan for humanity.’” In contrast, particular
social structures are not specified in the church’s social teaching;
rather, the church condemns or condones socio-economic and poli-
tical structures from the principles developed in its social tradi-
tion. The moral evaluation of social structures is contingent upon
such principles and is provisional. Although there are develop-
ments in the understanding of the family in church teachings, they
are minor in nature (reflecting social shifts such as that from
extended to nuclear families) in comparison to developments or
shifts in socio-economic structures (agricultural to industrial to
informational). With this said, Curran is correct that the
church’s social teachings are more historically conscious than its
sexual teachings. However, to have it any other way, the church
would either have to relativize the family or baptize a particular
social structure or system.

The point here is not to separate the family from the socio-
economic concerns of society. On the contrary, the family serves
as the fundamental structure of any society. But it is precisely in
this fundamental role that the family has a more permanent posi-

56 While Curran is not unaware of these ideas, he draws different conclu-
sions. See his discussion of John C. Murray and the Church/State question
in American Catholic Social Ethics (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame,
1982), pp. 225-32.

57 Thus John Paul II writes that, “polygamy . . . in fact, directly negates
the plan of God which was revealed from the beginning, because it is contrary
to the equal personal dignity of men and women who in matrimony give them-
selves with a love that is total and therefore unique and exclusive” (Familiaris
Consortio, no. 19. The citation is from The Pope Speaks 27 (1982) : 15-16.
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tion than other institutions in society. In other words, the social
area has a flexibility that the sexual area cannot provide, because
to procreate and educate offspring is more fundamental than the
social (although not more excellent), and issues concerning life
and death are even more fundamental and therefore provide even
more permanence. This is not to say that the only role of the
family is to procreate and educate offspring. This was treated
above in discussing the importance of the unitive end of conjugal
love. But to procreate and educate offspring is certainly o funda-
mental purpose for the family which demands more permanency
in any given situation than social institutions such as the state,
productive organizations, and other intermediary groups.

On the personal level, one can also notice reasons for the dif-
ferent approaches in these two forms of teachings. In the realm
of social ethics, the church has focused on general issues such as
whether the person could participate within the structure and
whether his or her dignity is respected. Thus, while recognizing
a moral dimension to the problem of underdevelopment, for ex-
ample, the church does not attempt to offer technical solutions to
it.”® As Pius XTI noted, the church’s moral authority does not
reside ““ in technical matters, for which she has neither the equip-
ment nor the mission, but in all those [matters] that have a bear-
ing on moral conduct.” ** While the social teachings of the popes
are ultimately aimed at people, they are also aimed at structures.
An organization is subject to political, economic, social, and tech-
nological changes which needs room for development. Because
of the complexity of these variables, the popes have been reluctant
to recommend specific programs, unlike the more determinate na-
ture of sexual and familial teachings. What the church attempts,
as a part of its mission of evangelization, is to exercise a prophetic
role by speaking out on behalf of the person in defense of human
rights and condemning evils and injustices embedded within so-

58 Cif. John Paul 11, Sollicitudo Rei Socialis, nos. 34 and 41.
59 Pius X1, Quadragesimo Anno (1931), no. 41. The citation is from the
N.C.W.C. translation (Boston; Daughters of St, Paul, n.d.).
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cial structures as well as facilitating particular projects that pro-
mote the dignity of peoples.®

In regard to the personal component of sexual ethics, the
church is much more specific in proscribing certain acts as moral-
ly evil. The primary reason for this difference in tone and spe-
cificity has already been alluded to above. That is, the church
sees a fundamental integration of the person with his or her con-
crete sexual specificity and human nature. Because the church
holds that this nature and its meaning have been revealed by
Christ, the individual person and his or her sexuality also stand
illumined.®* As the one to whom this revelation i1s entrusted, the
Church regards herself as an “ expert in humanity ” and is quali-
fied to speak accordingly.®

This is not to imply that the social nature of the person is sec-
ondary or peripheral to what it means to be a person. Indeed,
John Paul IT frequently quotes the teaching of Gaudium et Spes
in this regard: “ man, who is the only creature on earth which
God willed for itself, cannot fully find himself except through a

60 See John Paul II, Sollicitudo Rei Socialis, no. 41. The popes, however,
do not stay away from particular programs altogether. As John XXIII writes:
“1It is not enough merely to formulate a social doctrine. It must be translated
into reality 7 (see John XXIII, Mater et Magistra (1961), no. 224; the citation
is from The Pope Speaks 7 (1961): 337). OGtherwise, the social doctrine be-
comes meaningless, and the role of faith is restricted to the realm of one’s
private life. This is why, for example, Pius XI, Pius XII, John XXIII and
John Paul IT have encouraged proposals such as worker ownership, profit shar-
ing, and worker participation, which they see as logical, although not neces-
sary in all cases, outcomes of the church’s social principles. See John Paul II,
Laborem Exercens, no. 14. For a critique of John Paul’s specificity, see James
O’Connell, 527. Many people including Curran have been critical of Pius’s
proposal on vocational groups. See Curran, “ Changing Anthropological
Bases,” pp. 187-88. For a different interpretation of the importance of these
groups, see John Cort, “If Not Communism or Capitalism, What?,” New
Oxford Review (September 1990), pp. 18-25 and Jonathan Boswell, Com-
munity and the Economy: A Theory of Public Co-operation (New York:
Routledge, 1990).

81 Cf. Gaudium et Spes, nos. 22 and 29; Lumen Gentium, no. 18; John Paul
II, Redemptor Hominis, no. 8. Perhaps the clearest effort to understand the
person and sexuality in the light of revelation can be found in Pope John
Paul Il's “theology of the body” alluded to above which derives especially
from his analysis of the first three chapters of Genesis.

6z Cf. John Paul 11, Sollicitudo Rei Socialis, no. 41.



578 JOHN S. GRABOWSKI & MICHAEL J. NAUGHTON

sincere gift of himself.” ® We are only fulfilled in communion
and community with others. However, as noted above, with the
exception of the sexual community of man and woman in the
family, this social dimension of human nature does not demand
one specific form and the church has seen no reason to impose
one.**

III. CONCLUSION

This study has sought to examine critically the proposal of
Charles Curran and others that the Catholic church has arbitrarily
applied two differing moral methodologies in its recent sexual
and social teachings. While the point concerning the differing ap-
proaches is well taken and undoubtedly correct in certain respects,
the idea that this difference is unjustifiable or arbitrary is open
to question. We have argued that the differences between the
two forms of church teaching are not as great as these thinkers
suppose and that the attempt to poriray them as such betrays
questionable presuppositions coucerning moral methodology,
natural law, and personalism. We have also argued that there
are reasons for the difference in tone and specificity between these
two forms of teaching which have not been adequately considered
by those offering this critique. For these reasons, this proposal
is in need of further examination and perhaps revision.

83 Gaudium et Spes, no. 24, Abbott, ed., p. 223. Cf. John Paul II, Apostolic
Letter, Mulieris Dignitatem, no. 7.

6¢ Another point of critique that can be explored is the observation that the
supposedly radically different worldviews which the historically conscious and
the classicist approaches embody in fact share a number of the same presupposi-
tions in their individualistic and reason-centered orientation toward facts and
information. The markedly “left-brain” approach betrayed by both world-
views shows a definite inability to integrate more holistic, participatory, and
communal forms of knowing yielded by story, symbol, and grace. See the dis-
cussion of these matters in David Bohr, Catholic Moral Tradition: In Christ,
¢ New Creation (Huntington, IN: Our Sunday Visitor Press, 1990), pp. 67~
74. See also Joseph Pieper’s distinction between ratio and intellectus in Leisure
as the Basis of Culture (New York: New American Library, 1952), pp. 26ff.
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4 LTHOUGH WE APPEAR to be poised at the beginning
Q. of yet another chapter in the accelerating drama of the

) industrial revolution—or as some would have it, a post-
1ndustr1a1 climax to that revolution—it is far from evident that
homo faber and his distinctive activity have found for themselves
either a philosophy or a philosopher. The work activity may have
become respectable as a philosophical subject only in the nine-
teenth century, but it has hardly been the object of extended or
systematic inquiry, then or now.

That is well illustrated by Marx and the Marxian legacy.
Marx is arguably to be considered the preeminent philosopher of
work, having elevated work and the worker to the center of his
activist program. Yet that same orientation to instigating action
leads Marx intentionally to neglect elaborating the philosophical
foundations of his thought. To be counted among the conse-
quences of that neglect is a treatment of the work activity which
appears to be inconsistent, or at best, incomplete.* One measure
of the inadequacy of Marx’s treatment of the subject is to be
found in a significant tendency among some twentieth-century
Marxists or Marxist-inspired thinkers to abandon the centrality

1 On the unresolved tensions in Marx’s concept of work, see, for example:
G. A. Cohen, “ Marx’s Dialectic of Labor,” Philosophy and Public Affairs 3
(Spring 1974) : 260-261; Peter Fuss, “ Theory and Practice in Hegel and
Marx: An Unfinished Dialogue,” in Terence Ball, ed., Political Theory and
Praxis: New Perspectives (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1977), pp. 113-114; and R. N. Berki, “ On the Nature and Origins of Marx’s
Concept of Labor,” Political Theory 7 (February 1979) : 35-37.
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of work and the worker altogether. André Gorz bids a dramatic
and final “ farewell to the working class.” Work has become so
de-skilled and fragmented that the Marxian working class has
been decisively replaced by a ““ non-class of non-workers.” Work,
now thoroughly absorbed and shaped by technocratic industry, is
beyond hope of humanization. The radical program he recom-
mends for the “non-class” is to maximize leisure which is al-
ready a realizable possibility within the technocratic economy.
With that pronouncement, whatever dignity homo faber may
have possessed is lost as he vanishes into the depths of a self-
reproducing technocratic order.?

In this paper I wish to examine an alternative to Marxism for
approaching work as a subject worthy of philosophical attention.
While classical and scholastic thought may not appear at first to
be promising grounds on which to consider the topic, the work of
two contemporary Thomists—Jacques Maritain and Joseph
Pieper—offers a significant and unique contribution in this area.
However, I hesitate to say that either of these thinkers has ac-
complished the construction of a full-scale philosophy of work.?
In all fairness, that is not the intent of either one of them. At
the same time, what they have accomplished in their reflections
on work in some respects is more extensive and systematic than
the results of speculation by Marxist thinkers.*

2 André Gorz, Farewell io the Working Class (Boston: South End Press,
1982). Gorz's program for labor is built largely on conclusions about the
evolution of capitalism since Marx associated with the thinkers of the Frank-
furt School and their contemporary disciples. The notable claim is that the
contribution of technology has come to dwarf labor as a factor of production
to such an extent that Marx’s labor theory of value is no longer operative.
This dominant role for technology is also at the root of the deradicalization of
the workers’ movement. See Jiirgen Habermas, “ Technology and Science as
‘Ideology’,” in his Toward a Rational Society, trans. Jeremy Shapiro
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1970).

8 M. D. Chenu, in his Theology of Work (Chicago: Regenery, 1963), judges
that presently we lack not only a theology, but a philosophy, psychology or
sociology of work as well (p. 5). There is little reason to conclude that the
situation has been altered since Chenu rendered that judgment.

¢ Having said that, I by no means wish to diminish Marx’s own signal
contribution to the subject. Marx is rightfully considered to be the pioneer in
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By no means do Maritain and Pieper speak with one voice.
Indeed, in examining their respective approaches to work, it will
become evident that they have produced, within the boundaries
of a shared tradition, distinctive and even conflicting assessments
of the concept of work and the problems surrounding it. At least
provisionaily, I shall argue, it is useful to understand them as
presenting two different models of the work activity. After hav-
ing presented those models, however, I shall take a closer look
at the nature of the differences between them and make some as-
sessment of the extent to which they may also complement one
another. But at least as important as that examination are the
insights yielded about the nature of the enterprise of philosophiz-
ing about work.

1. Work and Leisure

Pieper’s assessment of work in the modern age rests upon one
critical assumption: both practically and philosophically, work
has escaped its legitimate boundaries of action and effect. The
nature of those boundaries was clearly perceived by Aristotle and
Aquinas although they could not possibly have foreseen the ex-
pansiveness of work in the modern era. Living in this age,
Pieper’s self-appointed task is to bring to our attention how far
work has, in fact, penetrated human thought and action, and he
does so by mobilizing standards of judgment which he believes
to inhere in the classical and scholastic traditions. That, how-
ever, involves a creative application of those standards in light of
the radically altered circumstances of the modern era. I believe
that as a consequence Pieper also substantially extends the dis-
cussion of work and leisure to be found in the classical tradition
and uncovers implications which had long remained latent.

In Aristotle, both work and economic activity generally re-
mained submerged within the precincts of the household. That is

this field, and, as often the case with pioneers, he traverses an encrmous terri-
tory without always pausing to survey it in detail. For a remarkable apprecia-
tion of Marx as a philosopher of labor, and from a thinker hostile to Marxism,
see Eric Voegelin, From Enlightenment to Revoluiion (Duke University Press,
1975), p. 300.
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to say several things. First of all, economic enterprise had yet
to emerge as an autonomous activity, understood to operate ac-
cording to its own laws and independently of conventional moral
standards. Secondly, economic autonomy in such terms was vir-
tually inconceivable for Aristotle; given the ends of the house-
hold, economics would remain subordinate to those ends and re-
main, literally, the “ art of household management.”® This is to
underscore the fact that for Aristotle the household is not first an
economic unit but a moral community. Such productive activity
as takes place within it is a matter of necessity, at best a precon-
dition for the moral life.®

Even the status of the slave as producer is problematic for
Aristotle. The natural slave is one who of necessity requires a
master to complete his own nature; his deficiencies are compen-
sated for by the master who acts as his fiduciary. The moral
community established between them is to their mutual benefit,
being also an occasion for the exercise of justice by both master
and slave.” So, although the slave may also be a productive agent
within the household, that function is seen as an incidental one.
Aristotle, somewhat confusingly, amplifies that point when he ob-
serves that the one conceivable condition under which the house-
hold could dispense with slaves would be ““if the shuttle should
weave for itself, and a plectrum should do its own harp-playing.” ?
Immediately, however, he qualifies this claim, for as it stands, it
would suggest that the slave is exclusively an instrument of pro-
duction. In fact, the slave is not primarily a producer at all but
a ‘““servant in the sphere of action,” and “[L]ife,” as Aristotle
insists, “ is action and not production.” ®* He is undoubtedly em-
phasizing here the personal character of that service and the in-
timacy it engenders between master and servant. And that in-

50n the emergence of economics from the household, see Karl Polanyi,
¢ Aristotle Discovers the Economy” in Karl Polanyi et al, ed., Trade and
Market in the Early Empire (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1957).

6 Aristotle, Politics, 1323b.

7 Aristotle, Politics, 1255b; Ethics, ch. VIII,

8 Aristotle, Politics, 1253b.

9 Aristotle, Politics, 1254a.
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timacy is characteristic of a moral community, not a productive
enterprise.

Limitation and subordination appear to be the key concepts
which apply to work in the Aristotelian household. There is no
intrinsic merit to productive toil, not even for slaves, who happen
to be best suited to it physically and mentally. The substantive
content of work is the provision of use values for the household
and work comprises a concrete set of skills and knowledge di-
rected toward these ends. The art of household management em-
braces the practical knowledge of horticulture and husbandry,
crafts and tool-making required to direct those activities. Aris-
totle distinguishes clearly between this art and the art of acquir-
ing property, the chrematistic.”® The latter is not concerned with
use and disposition of property and wealth for the needs of the
household, but simply with the act of acquiring them. It is true
that the household must make limited use of that art to the extent
that it is not self-sufficient,”™ but the requirement of self-suffi-
ciency also defines the legitimate limits of exercising the chrema-
tistic.®

However, when practiced in isolation from the needs of the
household, the art of acquisition knows no natural limitations.
It is precisely in this state that it becomes a perversion.*® Usury
exemplifies the barren nature of unnatural acquisition generally,
with money, having no inherent use value, generating more
money. But trade itself is perverse as its sole aim is to generate
money wealth rather than use values for the houschold, which
comprise in any event the true content of wealth.**

10 Aristotle, Politics, 1256a.

11 Aristotle, Politics, 1257a.

12 Aristotle, Politics, 1256a. From the manner in which Aristotle presents
his argument, it would be just as plausible, and perhaps less confusing, to in-
clude this form of acquisition along with the production of use values. Acquir-
ing those goods calls for a specialist’s knowledge of them, as in trading for a
horse. Here the expertise lies not in trading skills per se, but in knowledge of
the excellence which pertains to the object in question. Such knowledge is
only incidental to the trader-for-profit.

18 Aristotle, Politics, 1256b-1257a.

14 Aristotle, Politics, 1257b-1258b.
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Both work and trade for Aristotle have this much in common:
occupation with them excludes leisure, and leisure embraces the
exercise of the distinctively human activities of politics and
philosophy.™ Leisure is activity at its fullest while even play, in
contrast, is only the necessary period of rest and recreation em-
bedded in the cycle of work rather than a genuine leisure activ-
ity.® The message is clear: to occupy oneself willingly with un-
leisurely pursuits where the demands of subsistence are satisfied
already is a perversion indeed.

But Aristotle’s critique of work and money-making are also to
be distinguished from one another. Part of the perverse char-
acter of trade is that it distorts the natural ends toward which
the arts and crafts are directed, subordinating those ends to the
one purpose of money-making.*” Also, implicit in the attack on
usury and the profits of trade is the claim that such activities are
not productive of use-values as is work. Unlike trade, then, work
cannot be dismissed as intrinsically harmful to leisure. It, at
least, is a precondition for leisure when properly subordinated to
the needs of the household.

In practice, the problem of work, as distinct from trade, would
appear to have been solved for Aristotle. Work in a slave so-
ciety was largely confined to the household, freeing those who
were capable of leisurely pursuits. And yet, even in this setting,
Aristotle intimates that work itself can take a perverse form.
Specifically, Aristotle observes that the liberal arts are sometimes
practiced in an unfitting manner that, in effect, brings them with-
in the ambit of work. One can strive with too much concentra-
tion and effort in those arts to attain perfection, robbing them of
their liberal character. It is the toilsome and mechanical applica-
tion of energy that renders such activity work-like*® In the ser-

15 Aristotle, Politics, 1324b34-1325223.

16 Aristotle, Politics, 1337239-1335b.

17 Aristotle, Politics, 1258a.

18 Aristotle, Politics, 1337b. See, also, Ernest Barker’s comments at this
place in his edition of the Politics (New York: Oxford University Press,
1958), pp. 334-35in.
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vile arts—which are directed to producing use-values—such effort
is appropriate, but not in the leisure activities. Clearly work can-
not be condemned when operating within its proper boundaries;
only when it invades the realm of leisure is it subject to disap-
proval.

Interestingly, Pieper does not offer the conventional condem-
nation of materialism and its preoccupation with material con-
sumption. He does not, of course, approve, but I am convinced
that he understands hedonistic materialism to be more a symptom
than a cause. Such a critique could easily follow the lines laid
down in Aristotle’s reflections on the chrematistic. Instead,
Pieper appears to me to pick up the critique of work which is
only slightly developed in Aristotle himself. No doubt, Aristotle
could not have imagined that work could have escaped its bound-
aries on such a massive scale and produced the effects which
Pieper must confront. But, in the process of examining these
effects, Pieper is also led to reflect on the very nature of work
in a way which Aristotle is not.

Pieper would accept that work entails effort and toil and that
it is directed toward the production of utilities or use-values.
Yet, as I read Pieper, that does not get to the essence of work as
it has exposed itself in the modern age. Far more significant is
that work embodies a particular standing to creation, a particular
way of knowing or mode of cognition. Work is knowing that
can never be content with itself, but is always broadly nstru-
mental. That includes, prominently, the utilitarian ends of the
work activity but is not confined to them. Man as maker does
seek to know the world’s physical properties and laws in order
to alter it, to make it amenable to his needs and desires. The
mode of knowing and reasoning appropriate to those ends is that
of ratio, the scholastic label for the exercise of the discursive or
analytical reason.’® It is reason linked to understanding causa-
tion, to breaking down reality into its constituent parts to render
it transparent to manipulation and artifice. This kind of reason-

19 Josef Pieper, Leisure, the Basis of Culture (New York: New American
Library, 1963), pp. 26-27.
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ing calls for great effort in order to penetrate nature and to make
it less mysterious as well as to reconstitute the new understand-
ing of nature into a comprehensible system of knowledge. Even
where such knowledge stops short of generating world-transfor-
mative projects, it is already an instrument of the human mind
which transforms our view of nature. At the very least, nature
becomes an object of mental manipulation.

I would suggest that the very essence of work for Pieper is this
mode of perception and all that it entails. Neither physical effort
and effect nor utilitarian motives are enough to explain the
penetrative power of work into areas beyond the production of
use values. This conclusion is buttressed by Pieper’s account of
the condition of modern philosophy. For although philosophy is
not strictly utilitarian, and certainly does not call for physical
effort, Pieper is convinced that the work-like mode of activity
has captured even philosophy in the modern era. On this read-
ing, Kant is the philosopher par excellence of work, for he under-
stands philosophy itself to be a work-like activity.”® Kant insists
that all knowledge is discursive and can only be won by great
effort. Philosophy itself is held to be genuine only when engaged
in as “‘herculean labor.’ 7 ** The end of that labor is not the
creation of use-values but it is nonetheless a reduction of reality
to categories which make it amenable (or appear to make it so)
to mental manipulation and control.

Proletarianism is the term which for Pieper describes a so-
ciety dominated by work. Yet, as Pieper insists, it is not the mere
existence of the industrial working class that defines this condi-
tion and it cannot be resolved by iransforming everyone into a
proletarian. “ What then is proletarianism? If the numerous
sociological definitions are reduced to a common denominator, the
result might be expressed in the following terms: the proletarian
is the man who is fettered to the process of work.” ** In this case,
Peiper says that that process “means useful work in the sense

20 Pieper, Leisure, pp. 25-27.
21 Pieper, Leisure, p. 29.
22 Pieper, Letsure, pp. 49-50.
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already defined, of contributing to the general need, to the bonum
utile.” ** More accurately, the peculiar process of work that util-
ity calls into play is production guided by the discursive mode of
reasoning. As already indicated, that cognitive process need not
be tied directly to the production of use values in order to be
characterized as work. It is precisely the ability of discursive rea-
son to penetrate activities beyond producing utilities and trans-
form them into work-like activities. The case of the ““ intellectual
worker "—the scientist, the administrator——is not in question
here. They, too, are part of the system of production even if
their contribution is not so direct as that of the worker. More
to the point, the paradigmatic case of the process of work escaping
the production of use values is, as we have already seen, the
modern philosopher.

I believe that identifying ratio as work’s defining characteristic
apart from the ends to which it is directed—utilitarian or non-
utilitarian—is of significance, for it yields in Pieper’s work a
two-fold critique of the modern work culture. There are actually
two such cultures or at least two variations of that culture. One
is the overtly totalitarian work society, exemplified by the regimes
of Hitler and Stalin. They do indeed subordinate all activity to
the demands of social utility, turning each member of society into
a functional unit. This social order, however, is almost a cari-
cature of the work culture, and it is obviously dangerous. But
the total work culture can take another more insidious form that
is not accompanied by the impositions of the totalitarian state.
The industrial democracies are themselves ruled by the demands
of work without fully recognizing how totally work and its char-
acteristic mode of cognition monopolizes thought and action in all
occupations and at all social levels, even those beyond the nar-
rowly utilitarian. In these circumstances, Pieper reflects, it
might be asked whether we are not all of us proletarians and all
of us, consequently, ripe and ready to fall into the hands of some
collective labor State and be at its disposal as functionaries—even

23 Pieper, Leisure, p. 50.
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though explicitly of the contrary political opinion.” **

Lost to the total work culture is a distinctive way of knowing,
witellectus as opposed to ratto. Intellectus is the kind of knowl-
edge by way of intuition which Kant refused to recognize as
knowledge at all. For Pieper, however, it constitutes knowing
in its purest sense, knowing that is content with itself. Such
knowledge is the product of contemplation. To acknowledge
creation on its own terms—without the desire to alter it or adapt
it to human needs—and to sense its divine provenance brings
one out of mundane reality into the realm of the transcendent
and infinite. I'rom such extra-mundane experiences do human
beings maintain contact with the ground of existence and their
nature as spiritual beings.

Of course, human contemplation can only imperfectly compre-
hend being. The promise of the afterlife is that the soul will be
able to gaze upon the divine source of creation even as the angels
do.®*® What remains significant in the contemplative act is the
purity of the desire to experience creation simply as it is, and to
do so means putting aside the distractions and busyness of day-
to-day existence. Further, Pieper insists that the insight into
the being of creation which is the fruit of contemplation arrives
effortlessly, without the toil which produces mundane accom-
plishments. The contemplative insight comes unexpectedly and
almost as a gift; like the gift of grace it is incapable of being
produced by the recipient of the gift, and the gift itself is incom-
mensurate with any effort expended by the recipient toward se-
curing it.*®

In one sense, contemplation is simply receptivity or openness
to experience.”” Yet Pieper also makes clear that it must be more
than that. This introduces a paradox which Pieper does not ap-
pear to have resolved. He insists that leisure ought not to be
construed as either passivity or laziness. In fact, such an inter-

24 Pieper, Leisure, p. 51.
25 Pieper, Leisure, p. 27.
26 Pieper, Leisure, p. 52.
27 Pieper, Leisure, pp. 40-42.
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pretation of leisure is a false understanding imposed by the work
culture itself. From the standpoint of work, leisure can only be
inactivity as rest from work, or idleness. Pieper insists, on the
contrary, that leisure is not to be defined in terms of the cycle
of work. Following Aquinas, Pieper understands leisure, as the
opportunity for contemplation, to be itself an activity:

The provision of an external opportunity for leisure is not enough;
it can only be fruitful if the man himself is capable of leisure and can,
as we say, “ occupy his leisure ”’; or (as the Greeks still more clear-
ly say) skolen agein, “ work his leisure ” (this usage brings out very
clearly the by no means ““leisurely 7 character of leisure).?®

Perhaps Pieper misses the irony of the Greek phrase; he cer-
tainly does not pause to consider its implications for his own posi-
tion. Elsewhere, and more consistently, he seeks to expunge any
hint of work or effort from the characteristic leisure activities.
Yet Pieper’s efforts in this direction can themselves appear to be
somewhat labored:

the highest form of knowledge comes to man like a gift—the sudden
illumination, a stroke of genius, true contemplation; it comes effort-

lessly and without trouble. . . . The highest forms of knowledge, on
the other hand, may well be preceded by a great effort of thought,
and perhaps this must be so . . ., but in any case the effort is not

the cause; it is the condition. It is equally true that the effects so
effortlessly produced by love presuppose no doubt an heroic moral
struggle of the will. But the decisive thing is that virtue means the
realization of the good; it may imply a previous moral effort, but it
cannot be equated with moral effort.?

That effort in the absence of genius or moral greatness cannot
produce inspired results is true enough. But there are plenty of
instances, too, of talent that goes unrealized for lack of effort
and discipline. To say that effort is a mere condition for inspira-
tion is to avoid the real issues: khow do effort and inspiration in-
teract and what kind of effort is involved. Since all effort falls
into the undifferentiated category of work for Pieper, it is in-

28 Pieper, Leisure, pp. 54-55.
29 Pieper, Leisure, pp. 31-32.
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conceivable to him that it could make any contribution to the ac-
tivities of leisure. Still, there is the disquieting evidence, which
Pieper cannot entirely ignore, that the great accomplishments in
art and philosophy and moral life do not come without effort.
Moreover Pieper himself recognizes that such accomplishments
can in turn inspire contemplation;?® surely this is evidence that
contemplation is neither entirely self-sufficient nor spontaneous.
This is a problem I will return to later. I introduce it here only
to illustrate the lengths to which Pieper will go, under the in-
spiration of the classical tradition, in segregating work from

leisure,
2. Another Model: Work and Creation

In her essay, “ Why Work?,” Dorothy Sayers refuses to ac-
cept that work must, of necessity, be drudgery in order to serve
the divine purpose. On the contrary, she draws a nexus between
human work and the act of divine creation: “[work] should be
looked upon . . . as a way of life in which the nature of man finds
its proper exercise and delight and so fulfils itself to the glory of
God. That it should, in fact, be thought of as a creative activity
undertaken for the love of the work itself; and that man, made
in God’s image, should make things, as God makes them, for the
sake of doing well a thing that is well worth doing.” ** Not only
does Sayers elevate man to the status of creator, but his work is
portrayed in some manner as participation in the original creation
by virtue of that status. As creative activity, work acquires a
new dignity that makes it a proper subject of inquiry in its own
right. Therein lies the distinctiveness of Sayer’s position: work
is an automomous activity. Human formative capabilities have a
divine provenance but the appropriate standards for judging good
work lie within the nature of the work itself and the demands
which it imposes upon the maker. “ No piety in the worker will
compensate for work that is not true to itself; for any work that

30 Josef Pieper, The Philosophical Act, cited in Pieper, Leisure, p. 73.
31 Dorothy Sayers, “ Why Work?,” in Creed or Chaos? (New York: Har-
court, Brace and Company, 1949), p. 46.
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is untrue to its own technique is a living lie.” ®* In the matter of
work, attending first to the demands of work is the guarantee
that divine ends will also be served and served well.

Sayer’s reflections on work are animated mainly by a concern
with the actual status of work in the industrial world and the
mass consumption society it has spawned. Work in the industrial
society has largely lost its autonomy, being regarded as little more
than a means to make money. The products of the industrial
workplace are ill-designed and shoddily produced precisely be-
cause that is the guiding principle. In establishing the linkage of
work and creation, Sayers provides a standard by which the
prevalent modes of work may be judged and judged deficient.
This is at least the basis for establishing a hierarchy of work ac-
tivities that renders work something other than a homogeneous
category.

These brief reflections hardly amount to a full-scale philosophy
of work but they do expose the two elements that appear to be
essential to the alternative Thomistic work philosophy: the
autonomy of work and the differentiation and valuation of the
various formative activities. Each of those elements is given
more extended treatment by Jacques Maritain and along explicitly
Thomistic lines. And while he does not provide the critique of
industrial work that Sayers does, he develops a philosophical
framework in which such a critique naturally emerges and which
Sayers herself understands to form the basis for her own reflec-
tions.*® Strictly speaking, it is not Maritain’s intent to offer a
philosophy of work at all. His philosophical reflections on work
are contained in a philosophy of art and artistic creation. But, as
he also notes, “[t]he sphere of Making is the sphere of Art in
the most universal sense of this word.” * Artistic making is the
model of work at its fullest.

32 Sayers, “ Why Work?,” p. 57.

38 Sayers herself understands her reflections to be guided by Maritain’s
framework; “ Why Work?,” pp. 61-62,

3¢ Jacques Maritain, Art and Scholasticismm (South Bend: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1974), p. 12.
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Consistent with the assertion of the autonomy of making, good
art is not necessarily sacred art for Maritain. The proper ends of
art may be perverted when artistic making is too consciously di-
rected toward glorifying God; in the course of attempting to
offer divine praise, artistic activity may fail as both art and wor-
ship. However, by probing the depths of the human creative act,
Maritain looks to discover the sources of its autonomy and the
standards that are appropriate to judging creative activity and
human making generally. By virtue of that exploration, what be-
gins as a philosophy of art becomes, by extension, a sketch for a
philosophy of work.

Maritain draws upon the broad Aristotelian categories to dis-
tinguish the kinds of human activity. Art—Ilike morality and
politics—belongs to the practical order of dowmg and making
rather than the speculative order. In both realms, intelligence is
brought to bear but with a different set of ends in view. Specula-
tive knowledge is knowledge content with itself, knowledge with-
out effect in the material world.* In contrast, practical knowl-
edge produces effects in this world; doing consists in the exercise
of ireedom and will while making produces a tangible product.
Doing falls into the sphere of morality and is directed toward
the perfection of the will. Making, however, lies outside of the
moral sphere. The rules of making are not those of man—of
moral doing—but those which belong to the object to be made.
Work as an end dictates its own standards which in their turn
guide making. It is, then, intellectual, rather than moral, virtues
which direct the activity of making. Virtues attend to the per-
fecting of an activity, and because making lies outside the moral
sphere, its attendant virtues are also of a non-moral nature. At
the same time, art does not escape human character. The intel-
lectual virtues are necessary to artistic production: ““ as a man is,
so are his works.” ** But moral character need not have any di-

35 Maritian, Scholasticism, pp. 5, 7.

36 Maritain, Scholasticism, p. 12. For an alternative treatment of the rela-
tionship between work and the intellectual virtues, see Yves R. Simon, Work,
Society, and Culture, ed. Vukan Kuic (New VYork: Fordham University
Press, 1971), pp. 167-182.
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rect effect on artistic virtuosity except where vices such as lazi-
ness or indiscipline detract from realizing talent.*”

Maritain does more than establish the autonomy of making.
What moves his speculation closer to a genuine philosophy of
work are the refinements he recognizes within the category of
making itself. While Maritain will recover the distinction be-
tween craft and art, the useful arts and the fine arts,®® the more
fundamental distinction is between creative activity and activity
which represents a perversion or falling short of the creative. In
fact, when artistic making is spoken of as an autonomous activity,
it is meant precisely that it is being performed in the creative
mode. Creativity is the touchstone of making at its fullest and
most complete, at its most god-like.*

As Maritain has it, to create is first to know the world in a
special way. Maritain begins just here, with the act of cognition,
although perception itself does not fully encompass the activity
of creation. Creative knowing is summarized as an act of crea-
tive or poetic ntuttion. Such intuition, however, is not outside
of the intellect, but constitutes a distinctive form of knowing. It
is knowing—the action of the senses—guided by the intellect and
infused with emotion. All of the human capacities participate in
this act articulated by the illuminating intelligence.*® Maritain
acknowledges that such connatural knowledge or knowledge by
inclination is unfamiliar to the modern mind. Yet that pene-
trating intelligence that senses the essence of Being lies at the
core of both practical moral knowledge and mystical experience.
And it may penetrate the realm of making through artistic crea-
tion: ““ Poetic knowledge, as T see it, is a specific kind of knowl-
edge through inclination or connaturality . . . which essentially
relates to the creativity of the spirit and tends to express itself
in a work.”

87 Jacques Maritain, Creative Intuition in Art and Poetry (Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1953), pp. 48-49.

58 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 53-64.

39 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 65, 112, 137-138.

40 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 96-97, 118.

41 Maritain, Intuition, p. 118, Cf. p. 55,
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Why should the external world become a focus of such in-
tense knowing? It is worth knowing, on Maritain’s account, be-
cause it is potentially full of meaning for human beings. How-
ever, this amounts to more than a claim about the complexity of
man and the world. The merely complex is properly the subject
of analysis, of dissolution into constituent parts, of simplification
or reduction. That much is accomplished by the discursive in-
tellect. Poetic intuition aims at umreconstructed complexity, at
grasping not simply the whole and its parts, but unveiling the
meaning it contains which is beyond analysis. Indeed, such mean-
ing is forever beyond complete grasp. Man and nature possess
for man as observer an amplitude of meaning, meaning that can
never be exhausted.** Rather than simplifying reality, poetic in-
tuition is instrumental in uncovering yet deeper layers of meaning
and complexity.®®

Moreover, poetic intuition necessarily brings an encounter in
the realm of practical knowledge; the intellect makes itself con-
sonant with the object of knowledge. The problem arises when
the object itself has yet to come into existence. Under that con-
dition, knowledge can only be consonant with the appetite which
sparks the creative endeavor; truth amounts to conformity of
knowledge with that appetite.** The creative act, then, must come
back to the creator and his nature. That is no less true for the
divine creator himself. Maritain portrays God the creator as the
first poet, the model for the human creator. He cannot work on
matter as a craftsman because matter does not yet exist. He
must turn to his own essence to provide the material of the crea-
tive act. But the aim for the divine, as for the human, creator is
not to know himself, but, knowing himself, to create. The poetic
act, then, is intellective but also creative. Such an act can only
express the being of its author. It follows that the works of art
that come closest to the poetic source reveal most clearly the sub-
jectivity of the author. The act of creative intuition fuses self

42 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 126-127 ; Scholasticism, p. 44.
42 Maritain, Infuition, pp. 140-141,
4t Maritain, Intuition, pp. 46-47.
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and object in an unique fashion; the perceiver-creator is wedded
to the object in a way which ceases to be external. Poetic in-
tuition becomes an experience that is at once cognitive and emo-
tional.*

Why does the natural world have such meaning? Maritain’s
answer, in effect, is that it is a reflex of the infinite.*® Proceeding
from its divine origins what else could it be? The pathos of
human life lies in the fact that it represents the finite striving to-
ward the infinite, and in the finite forms of material reality that
goal must always escape human grasp. Yet within the finite
forms the infinite can be detected although it requires the extra-
ordinary effort of creative perception. The tension induced by
the enormity of the object of perception and the resources which
can be mobilized to perceive it is an unavoidable accompaniment
of creative intuition. All of this may seem far removed from the
concerns of the sphere of making, but Maritain comes to see
poetic intuition and artistic production as indissolubly linked.

Maritain’s use of “ poetic " and ““ creative ” synonymously with
respect to intuition calls for clarification. Poetic intuition is effec-
tively poetry without words. The poetic impulse is to capture all
of the reality of an object within the perceptive act. Poetry
proper—in word or song—may or may not come as a later result
of that perception. Yet this account can also be misleading inso-
far as it suggests that poetic intuition can stop short of poetry.
That certainly may at times happen, but on Maritain’s account,
the very fullness and amplitude of Being experienced by way of
creative intuition typically spills over the boundaries of individual
consciousness.*” It positively demands communication to others,
translation into tangible and communicable form. In entering the
realm of expression, however, one is immediately thrust also into
the realm of making, whether so slight as crafting words on
paper or so earthy as molding clay.

25 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 121-122.
46 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 126-127.
47 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 113-114, 128.
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The relationship between creative intuition and making also
calls for further explanation. Certainly not all making is creative,
i.e., under the inspiration and guidance of creative intuition. But
it would be mistaken to assume that making—even when led by
creative intuition—is just an imperfect attempt to express the
creative insight. That explains why contemplation and creative
intuttion are to be distinguished from one another.*® The con-
templative possesses connatural or intuitive knowledge as experi-
ence of the divine and is, moreover, content with that experience.
It is sufficient in itself and does not spark the desire to communi-
cate that experience to others. That desire is not excluded as a
possibility, but does not arise as an essential part of the experi-
ence. In the case of creative intuition, though, the relationship
between intuition and expression is of a different character.

Maritain appears to say that creative intuition—by its nature—
demands tangible expression.*” Because of the fullness of reality
contained in the intuitive experience, it is impossible to contain
that experience within the boundaries of the perceptive act. It
demands a worldly notation, and the experience is not complete
until it attains it. That calls into play a second order of creation—
beyond the creative perception—which is the construction of that
notation. And it embraces the problematic we have already en-
countered : how to suggest within the limitations of materials the
non-material meanings that flow from creative intuition. Note
that much more than a matter of technique is involved here. In-
deed, material technique is only a minimal concern at this point.
Even crude technique can serve the expression of poetic intuition,
but no amount of technique, however sophisticated, can substitute
for creative intuition.”® Great artists can be distinguished from
lesser ones because they unite highly developed technique with
creative insight.

Technique itself, after creative perception and formative effort,
could be thought of as a third order of making and the one which

48 Maritain, Tntuition, pp. 113-114.
49 Maritain, Intuition, pp. 113-114, 124,
50 Maritain, Scholasticism, p. 49.
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is purely instrumental. But even technique receives a definitive
inflection from creative intuition. For if the artist begins only
with technique he may never move beyond it.” Maritain is en-
tirely consistent in praising the modern age because it has freed
the artist from slavish acceptance of prevailing techniques, al-
though that freedom has sometimes been abused and degenerated
into a fascination with mere novelty in technique.”® When, how-
ever, technique is hitched to poetic intuition, it becomes some-
thing that the artist is also discovering or remaking: there are
rules of making, but the rules themselves are subject to creative
construction.”® When art permeates making, man as poet and
man as maker are both present, and the line between them be-
comes artificial :

Art must never forget its origins. Man is homo faber and homo
poeta together. But in the historical evolution of mankind the homo
faber carries on his shoulders the homo poeta. Thus I shall point,
first of all, to the art of the craftsman; and, secondarily, compare the
universe of the art of those for whom . . . we reserve the name of
artists.>*

Making is a highly differentiated activity and one whose com-
plexity Maritain makes some effort to examine. His exploration
reveals a hierarchical ordering of activities under the category
of making which finally can generate an evaluation of work and
working. Art is the highest form of making and the model of all
making. Artistic making has as its object the representation of
beauty and the meaning that lies within it. That is the realm of
the fine arts: making for the sake of beauty. In contrast, the
crafts or useful arts make in beauty as well, but the beauty is sec-
ondary to the concern of wiility.”® At the margin, however, it
may be difficult to distinguish the two; much of human artifice

51 Maritain, Scholasticism, p. 49.

52 Maritain, Intuition, p. 131.

53 Maritain, Scholasticism, pp. 38-39; Intuition, pp. 56, 64. Maritain claims
that it can even be true of craft and technique in Imtuition, pp. 53-54.

54 Maritain, Intuition, p. 45.

55 Maritain, Infuition, pp. 59-60.
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may be of great beauty even apart from the intention of its
creators.”

On reflection, however, Maritain goes even further, conclud-
ing eventually that the traditional distinction between the fine
arts and the crafts itself requires significant revision. A more
meaningful distinction, says Maritain, is to be drawn between
what he terms the free or self-sufficient arts and the subservient
arts, a distinction which transcends that based upon distinguish-
ing producing for utility from producing for beauty. Beauty can
be engendered in architecture as in poetry. What makes an art
self-sufficient is the degree of freedom it has in pursuing beauty,
whether or not there are also utilitarian ends involved. Archi-
tecture can approach the freedom of poetry in this respect when
it is free to produce work for the good of the work itself. “I
would say that the good of the work, which is the aim of every
art, depends more, in certain arts, on its relations to the needs
of human life, and on the fact of the work being good for some-
thing else; and that, in certain arts, the good of the work suc-
ceeds more In being a good wn itself and for itself. . . . When
the good of the work reaches such self-interiority, the art in-
volved is not subservient but {ree, as is the case with architecture
and still more with painting and sculpture, . . . and still more in
music and poetry.” *

3. The Two Problems of Work

I am convinced that how to conceive of work as a philosophical
problem has long been obscured by the entanglement of that

56 Maritain, Scholasticisin, n. 40 ; Iniuition, pp. 61-62.

57 Maritain, Intuition, p. 175. For different reasons, Hannah Arendt tran-
scends the distinction between art and craft in her concept of work. Work,
on her definition, is the activity which produces the durable world of cultural
artifacts which provides the setting for, and sustains, human action; cf. The
Human Condition (University of Chicago Press, 1958), pp. 168-174. ILabor,
in contrast, produces the narrowly utilitarian goods and consumables which
are drawn into the metabolic cycle and the labor activity itself reflects this
cycle in its toilsome repetitiveness (pp. 93-96). However, this distinction al-
lows her to recognize, as does Maritain, the complexity and diversity of the
making activities.
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problem with the social problem of work or labor. Historically,
the conflation of the two is not difficult to account for; that work
could even be of philosophical interest hardly occurred until the
condition of the working class or classes became a matter of pub-
lic attention. The social problem resolved itself early on into that
of the proletariat and its future. That is the case not only for
Marxism but for Catholic social philosophy as well.*® The philo-
sophical task facing Pieper and Maritain is to separate out the
two issues, but, after having done so, to show nonetheless how
they are related to one another. Maritain, I shall argue, goes
furthest in treating work independently, and this apart from the
claim of autonomy. Yet Pieper sees clearly as well that a philo-
sophical treatment of work has to establish its independence from
the condition of workers or the working class. That is most
evident in Pieper’s evolving analysis of the proletariat’s situation.
In an early formulation, Pieper finds the antidote to the condi-
tion of the proletariat to lie in “ deproletarianization.” Drawing
upon the encyclical Quadragesimo Awnno, he favors a corporatist
reconstruction of society that would allow workers to escape the
dependence and degradation associated with wage labor.”® Small
property ownership is a foundation for both the security and
dignity of the worker. That independence would also put an end
to the class conflict that revolves around the content of the wage
contract. By the time of Leisure, however, Pieper’s understand-
ing of the proletariat has been transformed. In fact, it is no
longer, properly speaking, the problem of the proletariat with
which he is occupied. Or, to put it another way, the problem of
proletarianization is now seen by Pieper to encompass more than
the social class called the proletariat. As we have already seen,
it is the content of the work activity itself, and its penetration to

58 For the most extensive treatment of the social problem of labor within
Catholic social thought, see Goetz A. Briefs, The Proletariat (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1937).

59 Josef Pieper, Thesen Zur Sozialen Politik (Frankfurt/Main, 1947). This
work first appeared in Germany in 1933, and as Pieper notes in his introduc-
tion, was quickly banned.
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all kinds of work regardless of social class, that defines the prob-
lem of work for Pieper. His continued employment of the term
““ proletarianization ” may, therefore, be somewhat misleading.
While wage labor may characterize the work at many levels in
society, intellectual workers and managers, as he notes, may be
well-paid and otherwise removed from the exigencies facing the
industrial proletariat. It is the manner in which they work, rather
than any common material condition associated with the way they
work, which allows for this classification.

Pieper could only arrive at this conclusion by pursuing the
essence of the work activity apart from the social condition of
workers. Granting work an independent treatment does not,
however, amount to support for the claim of autonomy of work
as Maritain or Sayers conceives it. As in the classical treatment
of work, Pieper remains no less convinced that work must remain
subordinate to ends outside of it—the production of subsistence
goods—but that does not prevent him from examining the in-
trinsic content of work apart from its ends. By having a grasp
of that content, Pieper can assess the consequences of the work
activity escaping the boundaries set by its legitimate ends. In-
deed, as I have shown, only on accepting a particular content of
work is it possible for Pieper to account for the penetration of
work-like activity into philosophy and art. Granting work inde-
pendent treatment, then, by no means need be identical with
acknowledging the claim of autonomy.

What Pieper has accomplished is to show how the philosophical
problem might produce social consequences which are profound
in their effect but far from obvious. The traditional social prob-
lem remains, but is now presented as being a reflection of a more
fundamental philosophical ailment. In the event, it itself would
appear to be a consequence of the total domination of work; per-
haps in a society where work approaches duty (or, as in the
totalitarian states, where it has become a legal duty), it is more
difficalt to focus attention on what must appear as mere side-
eftects of the work activity, seen itself as a form of necessity.
And the situation is compounded by the vulnerable dependency of
wage labor.
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I am not accusing Pieper of bad faith or somehow abandoning
the industrial worker. His concern with their basic physical
needs as well as spiritual well-being is manifest. However, it be-
comes apparent that the philosophical analysis goes some way
towards disarming practical efforts regardless of Pieper’s intent.
As I hope to make clear, that is not a defect that follows from
focusing on the philosophical problem of work, but rather the
specific content of Pieper’s analysis. Pieper can conceive of work
as no more than utilitarian in purpose and, consequently, seeks to
narrow the sphere of utility and contract the work activity to
match it. But that poses a dilemma for those who work (no mat-
ter how work is socially distributed), for however much actual
work time is reduced, work itself always remains tied to the
utilitarian. Moreover, the discursive mode of reason which ac-
companies work always threatens to penetrate beyond it. Pieper
is himself aware of the consequence and expands upon them at
some length. The reduction of work time within the work cul-
ture does not provide a spiritual opening at all. Instead, it gen-
erates a false leisure which mirrors the work activity itself.®
The alternative, for Pieper, is to restore the ground for true
leisure. At the mass level that means a spiritually based festivity
that is genuine punctuation to the rhythm of work, offering a
period of escape from the mundane.® At the personal level, the
experiences of love and intimacy may provide the “ existential
shock ” that disrupts the day-to-day pattern of existence.®® And
to those who are so gifted, artistic creativity and contemplation
feed on the insight and inspiration that arrive, as it were, effort-
lessly.

Given Pieper’s measure of the work culture, it is not likely
that such occasions will present themselves frequently or spon-
taneously. That lends an air of pessimism to Leisure which may
be at odds with Pieper’s deep conviction that humans are spiritual

80 Pieper, Leisure, pp. 38-41.

81 Josef Pieper, In Tune With The World (New York: Franciscan Herald
Press, 1973), chs. I-IV.

82 Pieper, Philosophical Act, p. 73.
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beings to their core. In short, his hopefulness is difficult to sus-
tain in the face of his analysis of the situation. In earlier reflec-
tions, when he yet construed the problem of the proletariat in
narrow social terms, Pieper could be both more clearsighted and
optimistic about a solution and its prospects for implementation.

The program he derived from Quadragesimo Anno was stmple
and direct, and could be summarized in two mutually supporting
principles : the deproletarianization (Euntproletarisierung) of the
proletariat and the establishment of an occupational-corporatist
order (berufstindische Ordnung). The former was the first step
in a two stage process; the first order of business was to free the
workers from the insecurity and dependency that accompany
wage-labor by appropriate social legislation. Yet the condition of
the proletariat could not be fully resolved until its position as an
antagonist in a class struggle was eliminated. The corporatist
order was to be the completion of the process of deproletarianiza-
tion. Workers and employers were to be united in interest and
welfare through economic organizations defined by their economic
function, a function which cut across class lines.®

By the time of Leisure, Pieper concludes that a political solu-
tion—as he labels his earlier approach—was not wholly adequate,
and that he, like others of his generation, “ expected too much in
general from unadulterated politics.” ®* One can only conclude
that this observation is made in light of the philosophical analysis
of labor and its detachment from the social problem. He does not,
however, wholly abandon faith in the earlier solution, although
it will have to be adjusted to take account of the expanded prob-
lem of proletarianism, now no longer confined to the industrial
working class but present there, nonetheless, in its most acute
and manifest form. Now there may clearly be multiple manifesta-
tions, or proximate causes, acting alone or in concert, of this con-
dition : “ lack of property, State compulsion, or inner impoverish-
ment.” Absent, apparently, is hope that a corporatist reconstruc-
tion can be effected. In the event, in these altered circumstances,

83 Pieper, Thesen, passim.
84 Pieper, Leisure, p. 67, n. 5.
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‘deproletarianization’ would mean “enlarging the scope of life
beyond the confines of merely useful servile work, and widening
the sphere of servile work to the advantage of the liberal arts;
and this process, once again, can only be carried out by combin-
ing three things: by giving the wage-earner the opportunity to
save and acquire property, by limiting the power of the state, and
by overcoming the inner impoverishment of the individual.” ¢

The component of the revised program which appears to be
utterly novel is ““ widening the sphere of servile work to the ad-
vantage of the liberal arts.” Not only is it novel; there is no
precedent for it in anything Pieper has said thus far. Indeed his
meaning is only clarified in another of his works: “ The counter-
part [of servile work] is not inactivity or nonwork, but free ac-
tivity, ars liberalis: work that does not have a purpose outside of
itself, that is meaningful in itself, and for that very reason is
neither useful in the strict sense, nor servile or serviceable.” %

There are a number of problems that suggest themselves. In
Leisure, too, Pieper notes the classical Greek formulation that
leisure is not simply respite but itself must be “ worked.” Yet
Pieper’s conception of work—tied as it is to a particular mode
of cognition—is also portrayed as being inimical to the liberal
arts. As we have seen, it is not the presence or absence of utili-
tarian ends which alone distinguishes the liberal from the servile
arts, although Pieper sometimes confusingly reverts to that
formulation. It is, rather, the mode in which they are conducted;
the very homogeneity of work renders it harmful to the liberal
arts. It is inconceivable, then, that the sphere of the liberal arts
could overlap to any extent with the sphere of work.

The point is underlined by Pieper’s treatment of creative ac-
tivity. We know that he goes out of his way to segregate effort
and the exercise of analytical reason from the fruits of creative
insight; that insight is not produced by any amount of effort,
but arrives when the artist or philosopher or mystic has freed
himself from toil and become receptive to experience. Although

85 Pieper, Leisure, p. 51.
66 Pieper, In Tune, p. 7.



604 KEITH A. BRECLAW

he must admit that artistry and philosophy entail practical ac-
tivity, he does all that he can to minimize the contribution of
practical effort to the artistic process or philosophical act.

Certainly a work of art has no utilitarian end, and certainly it is not
a means to accomplish something else. But may we not ascribe its
power to the fact that the process which takes place in the artist takes
place also in his audience—who in seeing, hearing, absorbing the
work are kindled to contemplation of Creation?

This is, mistakenly I believe, to conflate the experience of the
artist with that of the audience. No doubt, the artist can step
back and observe his own work as an audience of one. But he is
also the creator of that work, and the process of creation is in-
accessible to those who simply behold the finished product, or
even to an audience who were to watch the artist paint. The
artist does not ouly “see”; he attempts to distill some of that
vision into communicable form. And to whom do we bestow
the greatest honors—to museum-goers and connoisseurs or to
creators? In short, Pieper could not possibly hope to move servile
work toward the practice of the liberal arts, given his own un-
derstanding of work. For on that understanding, work excludes
contemplation, and the essence of the liberal arts is contemplation.
And his portrayal of any creative activity consistently excludes
work and effort.

Why then does Pieper even suggest expanding the scope of the
servile arts? Surely it betrays an uneasiness with his understand-
ing of work and the work culture. If they cannot be transformed
because of their intrinsic nature, it is also the case that work can
never be eliminated. Even if it is contained, then, to proportions
which satisfy Pieper, that does not discount the possibility—per-
haps strong probability—that the imperatives of the work culture
will reassert themselves. After all, they are always there, latent,
in the very nature of the work activity. Pieper himself claims to
be living in an age when just that has happened in both the
totalitarian and democratic states. By defining work as he does,

67 Josef Pieper, Happiness and Contemplation (New York: Pantheon, 1958),
p. 96.
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Pieper leaves no prospect for resolving the condition which has
become endemic. At best, he can hope for a slight remission but
no cure.

Beyond that, there is the positive danger that by denigrating
work it loses all prospect of carrying spiritual significance.
Pieper, recall, grants a narrow dignity to work; it serves con-
templation by freeing time for it but it bears no intrinsic value,
and no one who is without need to support himself is obligated
to work. If work is irredeemable there is no prospect for trans-
forming the work culture from within or hoping that it will
evolve naturally in a more promising direction.

Maritain supplies at least the prospect of escaping these
dangers. He does so by constructing the scaffolding upon which
Pieper’s proposed expansion of the servile arts could more
plausibly rest. The main support of that structure is Maritain’s
conception of making. As we know, it is far from the homo-
geneous activity which Pieper makes work out to be. Making
casts a wider net for Maritain, containing within it making ac-
tivities of a qualitatively different character which range {from the
toilsome and degrading to the creative. Pieper simply will not
admit that such differences exist. Maritain is able to discern
those differences because he is also willing to treat contemplation
itself as divided into two types.®® As a consequence, Maritain
does not perceive the deep and unbridgeable gulf which Pieper
sees between work and contemplation.

Artistic making and kinds of work or crafting interpenetrate
with contemplation of the natural world. On Maritain’s account,
poetic insight demands material expression and, moreover, par-
ticipates actively in various orders of creation which accompany
the formative activity. And all involves considerable effort. As
Maritain insists, the true artist, operating under the guidance of
poetic insight, discovers that sustaining creativity calls for ever
greater effort. Whatever the satisfactions that accompany crea-

68 Pieper momentarily admits the distinction, only to find that it does not
hold up under examination. See Happiness, pp. 76-82.
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tive work, they must be won by taking on an ever greater burden.
But such effort is also of a different character from toil which is
merely mechanical and wearying. That, however, Pieper seems
unwilling to admit. It is evident in his summary of philosophy
in the “ philosophical act ”—the moment of insight——rather than
the exploration and elaboration of that initial germ. That mak-
ing and contemplation are moments of the same process is some-
thing Pieper is unwilling to grant, but it is the basis of the
dignity and stature which Maritain accords to human making.
Yet if Pieper desires to enhance the status of servile work—work
serving utilitarian ends—it can only be by moving closer to
Maritain’s position in this respect. But that also entails abandon-
ing the conventional distinction between the servile and liberal
arts, a distinction which Maritain has already superseded.

Note that establishing the dignity of work in principle does not
amount to the claim that all human making actually has this
status. Rather, Maritain has set up a standard for judging the
multiplicity of formative, productive activities. In doing so, he
can be——and is—no less critical of work in industrial society than
Pieper himself :

Artistic work is . . . the properly human work, in contradistinction to
the work of a beast or the work of a machine. . . . When work be-
comes mhuman or subhuman, because its artistic character is effaced
and matter gains the upper hand over man, it is natural that civiliza-
tion tend toward communism and to a productivism forgetful of the
true ends of the human being (and which i the end will therefore
jeopardize production itself) .

On this account, it is not work that is a corrupting cultural in-
fluence, but work itself which has been corrupted. When work is
not all that it could be, severe social consequences follow. The
questions Maritain leaves unanswered concern the extent to
which work in the industrial setting must follow this pattern and
whether it is amenable to change. There is no evidence that he
favors a return to craft production or that he would consider it
possible. In passing, he observes that something of poetic in-

89 Maritain, Scholasticism, p. 154n,
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tuition may be involved in occupations as varied as those of the
businessman, scientist, and general, but provides no elaboration.”™

4. Conclustons

Pieper, in his brief essay, manages to sketch the outline of a
work philosophy. It is admirable in its attempt to link what is,
in effect, an ontology of work, an assessment of work and its
culture, and a program of reform. But it amounts to no more
than a sketch, and its defects are all too apparent. It is a project
that is flawed from the outset; the analysis of the nature of work
on which that project rests does justice to the complexity and
variety neither of the productive activity nor of creative en-
deavor. It is just here that Maritain is most convincing be-
cause he takes work seriously as a philosophical subject. Yet his
treatment of work does not extend much beyond exploring its
ontology, rooted in the creative act. What he accomplishes in
that respect is, I believe, considerable and suggestive. But be-
cause he stopped short, aside from the few intimations we have
noted, of bringing this impressive beginning to bear upon the
actual condition of work and the social problem, he cannot be
said to have fulfilled the project of a philosophy of work as
Pieper outlines it. Had he attempted to do so, it might well have
led him to consider further the status of the autonomy of work
in the industrial world, the psychology of the worker, and the
effect of work on human development. As it is, there is the im-
plication that work, while formally outside the sphere of doing—
of moral activity—nonetheless carries a certain moral weight
and spiritual significance beyond the narrow utilitarian dignity
which Pieper grants to it. In that light, the question of how far
work may satisfy the standards of autonomy in practice becomes
imperative.

70 Maritain, Intwition, p. 237. See also, Jacques Maritain, “ Concerning
Poetic Knowledge,” in Morris Philipson, ed., Aesthetics Today (New York:
World Publishing Company, 1961), p. 249.
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N HUMAN ACTION what is last in execution is first in
intention. For just this reason Thomas Aquinas begins the
secunda pars of the Summa Theologice with a consideration
of man’s ultimate end. It is the end and the end alone that renders
intelligible all those choices and activities that human life com-
prises. “ Finis enim dat speciem in moralibus ” (ST 2-2, 43.3;
see 1-2, 1.3, 18.6). Both the intellect in its practical activity and
the will in its inclination share the same starting point. ““ The
point of departure,” Thomas says, ““in the activity of rational
appetite is the ultimate end” (ST 1-2, 1.5). And: “ The first
principle in human deeds—the subject matter of practical reason
—is the ultimate end ” (ST 1-2, 90.2) ; accordingly, “ what first
falls into the apprehension of practical reason is the good” (ST
1-2, 94.2). Clarity on this point must be had at the outset of
moral discourse (whether philosophical or theological) to en-
sure success and avoid disastrous confusion. Hence Thomas de-
votes the first questions of the secunda pars to a consideration of
the ultimate end. Only then does he proceed to consider human
actions in themselves and their intrinsic and extrinsic principles.
In this paper I wish to consider a specific feature of Thomas’s
discussion of extrinsic principles. For beginning with question
90 of the prima secundae, the first question in the so-called
Treatise on Law, an explicit consideration of the ultimate end
arises once again but with a precision that is, I think, sometimes
misunderstood within the Thomistic tradition.
Thomas’s discussion of the definition of law in ST 1-2, 90
takes its cue from the familiar sense of the term, that is, human

609
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positive law. This is perhaps most obvious in the second article
where Thomas argues that all law (eternal, divine, natural, and
human) is ordered to the common good. As the rational rule
and measure of all human action, so the argument goes, law must
first take into consideration the ultimate end; but since human
perfection at every level is achieved only in society (human and
divine), the ultimate end is in fact nothing other than the com-
mon good. In an effort to confirm this Thomas refers to the fifth
book of the Nicomachean Ethics where Aristotle speaks of legal
justice as procuring and preserving the happiness of a political
community. He then reminds us that in the Politics Aristotle calls
the perfect community the city (ciwvifas). Strange references for
a theologian, unless we realize that Thomas is not restricting his
discussion here to divine law and in fact is focussing on its better
known secular counterpart in order to shed light on divine and
other forms of law. When Thomas identifies the ultimate end
with the common good, therefore, he has chiefly in mind the
human ultimate end attainable in this life and the political com-
mon good, that is, political community.

This identification is precisely what a Thomist such as Henry
Veatch denies. As he sees it, the common good or political com-
munity is considered good just so far as it is an expedient means
to the welfare and happiness of each and every individual citizen.
It is not a good worth choosing for its own sake, let alone an
ultimate end.

[T]he common good of any social whole is never an ultimate end or
end in itself; instead, any such common good needs to be conceived
as a social system or social organization or social order designed and
disposed so as to make various of the goods of life available to the
individuals who make up the community.?

Rather than an ultimate end, the common good, rightly conceived,
can be only an intermediate end, or a means to the perfection or well-
being .of each and all members of the community.?

1 Henry Veatch, Human Rights: Fact or Fancy? (Baton Rouge, 1985), pp.
124-134,

2 Thid., p. 127.

3 Ibid,, p. 129.
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Veatch’s own description of the common good resembles the bona
communia that Thomas refers to in his discussion of distributive
justice (ST 2-2, 61.1) which treats such goods as money, honors,
water, land (natural resources in general) and “anything else
in the class of exterior goods”. The sum of these, according to
Veatch, together with the roles, offices, responsibilities, and “ in-
stitutional arrangements” * that ensure their maintenance and
usefulness, is the common good.

For Thomas, this is indeed a common and indispensable good,
but nevertheless a common good on the level of utility and not
choiceworthy in itself. For it falls within an order toward an
even more indispensable common good—a good that is in the class
of bonum honestum, as Jacques Maritain argued repeatedly —
a good that is noble, choiceworthy for its own sake, and perfective
of the human agent. Thomas identifies this more perfect common
good as the life of political community itself, for as a member of
this communion of persons, just as within a friendship, the indi-
vidual finds an essential element of his or her flourishing. In
other words, for Thomas (and Aristotle), political community is
a basic human good (ST 1-2, 94.2). In fact, insofar as it is per-
fect, the life of the community contains all other natural human
goods and for this reason can be considered an ultimate end
(though, of course, not the absolute ultimate end).

It is of interest to note that while Veatch denies that the politi-
cal common good could possibly have the character of an ulti-
mate end, he nonetheless argues that “ the love and association of
others” ° is an integral part of an individual’s flourishing. But
1s not political community a form of love and association, of
philia, amicitia, or friendship? Aristotle, Thomas, and Maritain
thought so and for that reason considered the city to be an in-
trinsic good and an ultimate end. Veatch not only neglects this

4 Ibid., p. 122.

5 Jacques Maritain, The Person and the Common Good (Notre Dame, 1966),
p. 53; The Range of Reason (New York, 1952), p. 142; Man and the State
(Chicago, 1963), p. 149.

8 Veatch, Human Rights, p. 129.
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constant and evident teaching of the tradition he claims his own,
but he also (perhaps unwittingly) contradicts it. His confusion
on this point, I suggest, stems both from his attempt to reconcile
two fundamentally disparate political schools (Aristotle’s and
Locke’s) and from his failure to distinguish objective beatitude
(finis cutus) and formal beatitude (fmmis quo, see ST 1-2, 1.8).
Without this distinction, all common goods (e.g., truth, off-
spring, friendship, creation, God) are quickly reduced to “in-
termediate ends ” or means ordered to the individual's incom-
municable state of well-being. With this distinction in hand, how-
ever, one can avoid such a dilemma and adopt the scholastic tag,
“ Amo deum mihi, sed non propter me.” I love God (and other
intrinsically choiceworthy common goods) for myself, but not for
my sake.

John Finnis's interpretation of the common good in Natural
Law and Natural Rights ™ surpasses Veatch’s in clarity and fidel-
ity to the tradition but, it seems to me, is not completely immune
from criticism. In fact, his working definition of the common
good seems strikingly similar to that of Veatch:

A set of conditions which enables the members of a community to
attain for themselves reasonable objectives, or to realize reasonably
for themselves the value(s), for the sake of which they have reason
to collaborate with each other (positively and/or negatively) in a
community.®

The resemblance lies in the claim that the common good is 1)
extrinsic to the “ values” of individuals, and 2) a means, as
conditions are means, to those “values ”. I say “ seems similar,”
however, because of other remarks Finnis makes in Natural Low
and Natural Rights that run counter to such an interpretation.
For example, he also calls the common good a ““ value” and “ ob-
jective ”’, the “ flourishing of all members of the community " and
the “ object of all justice.” ° In this last sense, the common good

? John Finnis, Natural Law ond Natural Rights (Oxford, 1984), pp. 134-
160.

8 Ibid,, p. 155.

9 Ibid., pp. 154, 174, 168, 194 ; cf. pp. 303, 372.
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“is not to be confused with the common stock, or the common
enterprises, that are among the means of realizing the common
good.” ** Finnis advances a threefold division of the common
good :

1) the seven basic values (life, knowledge, play, aesthetic experience,
friendship, religion, and {reedom in practical reasonableness) taken
together;

2) each basic value taken separately ; and

3)a set of conditions, which is the definition ““commonly [but, note
well, by no means exclusively] intended throughout this book.” **

e

Although Finnis does not state explicitly whether an order exists
within this division, his argument suggests that the third is
ordered to bringing about the first and second.*?

Thomas himself admits that “ common good” is used in a
variety of ways, but never exactly in the ways Finnis mentions.”
Among TFinnis’s seven basic values or goods, Thomas would
admit only one that is truly common in the way a good is prop-
erly common, that is, as a common end or goal (“ communitate
causae finalis,” ST 1-2, 90.2, ad 2). That good is friendship.**
Life, knowledge, and the others, since realized (or instantiated)
in the individual as such, are common only in definition (* com-
munitate generis vel speciei ’). Although we both may be know-
ing one and the same truth, my act of knowing is not yours.
Knowledge in general, as something predicably common, enjoys
logical existence only. But a common end or goal must exist as
some one particular and real thing, for since actions toward an

10 Thid., p. 168.

11 Ibid,, p. 155. See also Germain Grisez, Christion Morel Principles (Chi-
cago, 1983), pp. 272-273.

12 Rinnis, Natural Law and Natural Rights, p. 156.

12 See G. Froelich, “ The Equivocal Status of bonum commune,” The New
Scholasticism (Winter 1989), pp. 38-57.

14 So far as play can be considered a good common in the way of a final cause,
it is a type of friendship. Religion might also be comsidered a good common
in causality, if by “religion” we mean to signify the object of religion (finis
cuius), in which case “religion” does not mean an interior state of the soul
but the union of man to God, and therefore is also reduced to the good of
iriendship.
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end belong to the realm of individual reality, so too must the end.
We have here two types of being-in-common that are opposed
with respect to existence. Hence knowledge taken as predicably
commot cannot serve as a common goal. It is helpful to recall
that Aristotle in Book 1 of the Nicomachean Ethics reluctantly
takes Plato to task precisely on this point.

Friendship, on the other hand, is in its very particularity as
common to the friends as the room they may be sharing. By
friendship here I do not simply mean benevolence, for that is an
interior and therefore incommunicable state of the soul; bene-
volence can be common only in predication. Rather I am re-
ferring to the fulfiliment of mutual benevolence in cooperative
action and a common life, which Aristotle argues is the most
distinctive mark of friendship (Nicomachean Ethics, 1157b6-24,
1171b33). Each of the typical actions that friends do together
(e.g., eating, drinking, working, playing, exercising, conversing)
is so united in any one friendship as to be a single though com-
plex action and not just a single kind of action. Even sworn
enemies can be said to act together by merely existing and going
about their work in the same place. But the kind of unity in the
actions of friends must be greater than a unity of predication
only. A philosophical discussion among friends, for example, in-
volves two or more interlocutors engaged by a particular topic.
If it is a true discussion then there is a true unity, and not a
mere passage of words, as when two or more simply ventilate
their thoughts. This is like a pile, having no real unity. But a
discussion involves an order: give-and-take, response, objection,
comment—a coordination of speech in a common pursuit of a
particular question. Therefore, like any other order, a discussion
is something really one (realis unio, ST 1-2, 28.1) and yet com-
mon to all the participants. The same holds true for the other
activities in which friends typically share. Each is a complex
activity whereby one friend coordinates his actions with those
of the other.

Now when Aristotle and Thomas argue that shared activity is
the proper act of a habit of mutual benevolence, they are saying
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not only that this kind of collahoration must arise from a settled
state of the soul, but more importantly that it is the perfection
and fulfillment of that state. The act of a habit is much more the
cause of the habit than the habit is a cause of it. For the act, or
more precisely, the good execution of the act, is a cause in the
sense of that for the sake of which. It is the ultimate reason why
the habit exists in the first place. In the case of friendship, lead-
ing a good and pleasant life in common is the final cause of the
mutual benevolence between friends. Thus Thomas describes
convivere as the most choiceworthy part of friendship: “ eligi-
bilissimum in amicitia” (In IX Ethicorum, lect. 14). At least
then in the case of friendship, living together, that is, community,
is an ultimate reason for action.

But since friendship is based upon a variety of goods, in fact
upon the entire range of goods, can it be the ultimate goal of the
pursuit of those goods? Obviously, in friendships based upon
utility, like business partnerships, the common action is sought
only as a means. But in friendships based upon pleasure or upon
excellence (aretén, Eudemian Ethics 1236232) or “the good”
(agathon, Nicomachean Ethics 1155b20), which is equivalent I
think to “ basic human good,” the common action is sought as the
perfect mode of participating in the good. It therefore has the
character of an ultimate reason for action.

Take, for example, the good of human life. Marriage is a com-
munity of human action in which that good is more perfectly
realized by and for each member precisely as a part of the com-
munity. Indeed, marriage receives its particular character as
friendship from its ordination to the propagation and, more im-
portantly, to the education (moral and intellectual) of individual
human lives. But as members of this community, the married
couple not only prolong their own lives through the perpetuity
(in principle) of the line of their descendants but, moreover, they
enrich the good i themselves by causing the form of the species
wn others. For whatever good one has from nature is held, as it
were, in lease, and thus should, and indeed, could, find no deter-
mination in oneself. *‘ Nature’s bequest gives nothing, but doth
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lend; /And, being frank, she lends to those are free” (Shake-
speare, Sonnet 4). The good of human existence is no doubt
one such good that Dante’s Virgil had in mind when he says
“ For the more there are who say ‘ours, /so much the more
good does each possess, /and the more love burns in that cloister
(Purgatorio, Canto 15, 11.55-57). By the inclination set in the
human person, nature directs the couple to propagate the species
and so participate in a good greater than any natural good that
belongs exclusively to either of them.” The natural apprehen-
sion of this good is in fact one of the first laws of nature, a form
of obligation that St. Thomas calls the duty of nature (offictum
naturae, Summa Contra Genitiles IV.78). Such is the duty to
increase and multiply, which the Author of nature has implanted
in every living thing, but principally in humans, wishing them
not merely to continue the species but, even more, to fill up the
number of the elect (ST 1, 98.1). Thus the community of mar-
riage is one mode of fulfilling the good of human life.

In general, T am arguing that the full realization of the basic
human goods, those self-evident goods, for example, that Thomas
lists in ST 1-2, 94.2 (life, the union of male and female, children,
truth, etc.), depends upon their incorporation in communities of
action. All law, including natural law, directs action to the com-
mon good, which according to Thomas primarily means friend-
ship.

One of these goods, however, seems to pose an insurmount-
able difficulty to my interpretation, namely, the good of truth.
How does friendship fulfill one’s pursuit and possession of truth?
Does the common good of friendship rank first even among con-
templatives (taking this term broadly)? At first blush it seems
not, for, as Thomas himself says, progress in the contemplation

15 See Finnis’s argument in “ Natural Law and Unnatural Acts”, The
Heythrop Jowrnal 11/4 (1970), pp. 365-387, that the couple are “to find
their mutually fulfilling communion and friendship not in an inexplicably ex-
clusive cultivation of each other, but in a common pursuit, the pursuit of a
good that de facio cannot be adequately realized otherwise than by a single-
minded devotion to that good, by the only two people who can be #he mother
and the father of that child” (p. 383).
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of wisdom depends largely on how much one is cut off from
others (In De Hebdomadibus, prologue). And even though it
seems highly unlikely that there can be progress without teachers
and a tradition, nevertheless such a community of action is mere-
ly useful. In the end, truth and its personal acquisition by the
contemplative constitute the ultimate reason for action. Is not a
sign of this radical separation of the contemplative from society
found in the longstanding custom among most people to disparage
those devoted to the philosophical life? Even the great Socrates
did not escape this rather common scourge. Aristophanes de-
picts him in The Clouds as a social misfit who contemplates such
things as the sun and how far a flea can hop. On the other hand,
there have been those who, while extolling the life devoted to
wisdom, claim that a fundamental disproportion and even an in-
evitable hostility exist between philosophy and the city.*®

In striking contrast to this, Thomas insists that the contem-
plative adds to the beauty and health of the community.* In-
deed, during the Middle Ages, Christian, Jewish, Moslem, and
Oriental cultures not only tolerated contemplatives but even re-
spected and supported them. They were seen as embodying the
peak of human excellence and not as mere accretions that were
generally useless for the community. It could in fact be said that
their value to the community consisted precisely in their useless-
ness. For the flourishing of human nature consists primarily (al-
though not exclusively) in the perfection of what is best in human
nature, namely, intellect. And the perfection of intellect consists
primarily in knowledge of things better than human nature,
which man cannot change or shape to his own purposes and hence
are essentially useless. This quest for perfection, moreover, is not
the domain of a chosen few. The contemplative and the ordinary
person immersed in the business of the world both share the same
desire of knowledge for its own sake and the same sort of de-

16 A notable and recent example is Leo Strauss in, for example, “On a
Forgotten Kind of Writing,” in What is Political Philosophy? (Chicago,
1988).

1 ST 2-2, 152.2, adl; IV Sent., d.26, a.1, a.2; Contra Gentiles 111, 131-136;
In X Ethic., lect. 11.


















































































































































































































































































































GENERAL INDEX TO THE THOMIST
VOLUME 57 (1993)

ARTICLES

Ashley, Benediet, O.P. Gender and the Priesthood of Christ ......

Bell, Thomas J. The Eucharistic Theologies of Lauda Sion and
Thomas Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae ....oveveeenivennenne.

Brady, Bernard V. An Analysis of the Use of Rights Language in
Pre-Modern Thought ....oiiiiiiiiieieriiiiiinernnessnnsan
Breclaw, Keith A. Homo Faber Reconsidered: Two Thomistic Re-

fleetions on Work ...ceeveriiiinniriiiniiiieinieonnnans
Burns, Peter, 8.J. The Status and Funection of Divine Simpleness
in Summa Theologiae 1a 2-13 ... vii it iiiiiinnnns
Corrigan, Kevin. Light and Metaphor in Plotinus and St. Thomas
AQUINAS .ttt i iii e eie it ettt e e
Crosby, John F. The Incommunicability of Human Persons ......
Crosson, Frederick J. Rejoinder to Bruce Marshall .............

Dietrich, Wendell 8. Troeltseh’s Treatment of the Thomist Synthesis
Fastiggl, Robert L. The Incarnation: Muslim Objections and the
Christian Response .....eovviiiereiirueneeiinenniencenas
Froelich, Gregory. Ultimate End and Common Good .............
(eorge, Marie I. Mind Forming and Manuduectio in Aquinas ......
Godsey, John D. Recent Barthiang .......cvevriiureerneennennss
Grabowski, John & Michael Naughton, Catholic Social and Sexual
Ethies: Inconsistent or Organie? ......covvviiiiiiiiiennnns
Guietti, Paolo. Hermeneuntic of Aquinas’s Texts: Notes on the
Indexr Thomisticus «...uouveivreniiniseensonncosncssoneenns
Hibbs, Thomas 8. MacIntyre’s Postmodern Thomism .............
Kennedy, Terence, C.Ss.R. An Italian View of the Debate on
1T PO
Kondoleon, Theodore J. A Contradiction in St. Thomas’s Teaching
103 T 03 Y {0 « S
Kries, Douglas. Leo Strauss’s Understanding of Aquinas’s Natural
Law Theory ..ooviiiiiririiteiiiirenieeerannoncoaannas
Martin, James T, I Aquinas as a Commentator on De Anima 3.5

579

187
403
299
381

457
609
201
269

555

667
277

123

51

215
621









	1993_Volume57_Number4_concatenated
	1993_Volume57_Number4_project_muse_637601

